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SECTION |: ASSESSMENT DEVELOPMENT

Chapter 1.  BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW

1.1 Purpose of the CRT-Alternate

The primary purpose of the 2009 MontCAS Criterion-Referenced Test-Alternate Assessment (CRT-
Alternate) is to measure student achievement against alternate standards. The Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) requires students with disabilities be included in each state’s system of accountability
and that students with disabilities have access to the general curriculum. The No Child Left Behind Act
(NCLB) speaks to the inclusion of all children in a state’s accountability system by requiring states to report
student achievement for all students, as well as for groups of students on a disaggregated basis. These federal
laws reflect an ongoing concern about equity: all students should be academically challenged and taught to
high standards. It is also necessary that all students be involved in the educational accountability system.

To ensure the participation of all students in the state’s accountability system, Montana has developed the
CRT-Alternate. The CRT-Alternate is a point-in-time, direct measure of a student’s performance based on
alternate achievement standards aligned with Montana’s Content Standards and Expanded Benchmarks. Only
those IDEA-eligible students with the most significant cognitive disabilities are expected to participate in the

CRT-Alternate.

1.2 Purpose of This Report

The purpose of this report is to document the technical aspects of the 2009 CRT-Alternate. In the spring
of 2009, students in grades 3—8 and 10 participated in the administration of the CRT-Alternate in both reading
and mathematics. Students in grades 4, 8, and 10 were also assessed in science. Due to new development, a
standard setting meeting for reading and mathematics (grades 4, 8, and 10) was held in May 2009 using data
from the spring 2009 administration (see Appendix A for standard setting report). This report provides
information about the technical quality of those assessments, including a description of the processes used to
develop, administer, and score the tests and to analyze results.

Historically, the intended audience of a technical report has been experts in psychometrics and
educational research. This edition of the CRT-Alternate technical report is intended to be more accessible and
useful to educators and other stakeholders by providing rich descriptions of general categories of information.
In making some of the information more accessible, we have purposefully preserved the depth of technical
information provided in our past technical reports. The reader will find that some of the discussion and tables
continue to require a working knowledge of measurement concepts such as “reliability” and “validity” and
statistical concepts such as “correlation” and “central tendency.” To fully understand some data, the reader

will also have to be familiar with advanced topics in measurement and statistics.
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1.3 Development of the Reading, Mathematics, and Science
Expanded Benchmarks

Expanded benchmarks were developed for students with significant cognitive disabilities who are not
working at the same level as their age-level counterparts. The benchmarks correspond to the standards for (a)
end of grade 4, (b) end of grade 8, and (c) upon graduation—end of grade 12. Expansion is toward
foundational skills and is keyed to grade-span rather than grade-level expectations due to the wide diversity of
students in this population.

The expanded benchmarks were developed using Montana’s Content Standards and Benchmarks for
reading, mathematics, and science. Measured Progress’s curriculum and special education specialists
developed a draft of the expanded benchmarks. The Montana Office of Public Instruction (OPI), beta test
teachers, the advisory committee, and the development and revision workshop participants all provided input
and recommendations for changes to the original draft. Measured Progress revised the expanded benchmarks
using these recommendations, and the document was further revised to include grade-span expectations per
new federal legislation. This document was then used as the basis for developing the assessment performance
indicators. Table 1-1 shows how the document is organized and gives an example for each content area. The
full Montana Content Standards and Expanded Benchmarks for the content areas are not included in this

report because of their length. They are located on the OPI Web site at www.opi.state.mt.us and the Measured

Progress Web site at www.measuredprogress.org.
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Table 1-1. 2008—09 Montana CRT-ALT: Breakdown of Standards and Expanded Benchmarks

Term/Description

Example

Content Area

Standard

Learning outcome expected
for all students throughout all
grades

Essence of the Standard
A statement of the standard
separating the essential
components

Benchmark

Grade Level Expectation
(GLE)

Expectation for typical
students described for each
grade level

Expanded Benchmark
Benchmark skill or concept
expanded from the typical
GLE to a basic level

Performance Indicator
Expanded benchmark
expressed in a measurable
and observable statement of
a specific performance

Prompt

The script for the directions
the test administrator delivers
to the student, calling for the
specific behavior

Reading

Standard 2: Students apply a range of
skills and strategies to read.

Interpret print and non-print information.

2.6, Grade 8: Students will develop
vocabulary through the use of context
clues, analysis of word parts, auditory
clues, and reference sources (e.g.,
dictionary, thesaurus, and glossary).

2.6.2: Student will use
words/pictures/symbols/objects to
communicate.

2.6.2.1: Student will identify a
word/picture/symbol/object used to name
a familiar place.

Item 4: “Show me the
word/picture/symbol/object that means
‘library.”

Mathematics

Standard 2: Students
demonstrate understanding of
and ability to use Numbers
and Operations.

Number concepts, concepts of
operations, computing and
estimating.

2.2, Grade 4: Students will use
the number system by
counting, grouping, and
applying place value concepts.

2.2.1: Student will
demonstrate an understanding
of whole numbers.

2.2.1.2: Student will
demonstrate the concept of
one (e.g., “Hit the switch one
time”; “Give me one”).

Item 4: “These are counters.
We are going to use these in
our activity. Show me one
counter.”

Science

Standard 2: Students demonstrate knowledge of
properties, forms, changes and interactions of

physical and chemical systems, and demonstrate
the thinking skills associated with this knowledge.

Matter exists in a variety of forms. All physical
interactions involve changes in energy. Therefore,
knowledge of matter and energy is essential to
interpreting, explaining, predicting, and influencing
change in our world.

2.2, Grade 4: Examine, describe, compare, and
classify objects in terms of common physical
properties.

2.2.2: Student will compare the common physical
properties of two objects.

2.2.2.1 Student will identify the similarities and
differences in the size of two objects or substances.

Item 2: “This box has a hole in it. Which object is
small enough to fit through this hole?”

Chapter 1—Background and Overview
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Montana educators worked with OPI and its contractor, Measured Progress, in the development and
review (content and bias) of these tests to assess how well students have learned the Montana Content
Standards and Expanded Benchmarks for their grade span. The underlying principle of the assessment is that
all students should be taught using Montana’s Content Standards and Expanded Benchmarks in reading,
mathematics, and science. The tests are intended to measure how a student is performing in relation to those
content standards. Results should be used to inform future instruction in the Montana content standards.

The 200809 administration of the CRT-Alternate was the sixth year of implementation. After the first
year, extensive revisions were made based on feedback from teachers who administered the assessment.
Alternate assessments, ranging from checklists to portfolios and performance-based tests, have been in place
nationally since 2000 due to federal requirements. We are still learning appropriate ways to address reliability
and validity for alternate assessments. To address the reliability of the CRT-Alternate, Cronbach’s «,
accuracy and consistency of performance-level categorization, and kappa analyses were performed. These
analyses are summarized in Chapter 10. Each chapter in this report contributes important information to the

validity argument by addressing one or more of the following aspects of the CRT-Alternate:

= test development

= test alignment

* test administration

* scoring item analyses
» reliability

= scaling

= performance levels

= reporting
These aspects, as well as other information on validity, are addressed in Chapter 12.

1.4 Test Scheduling

The CRT-Alternate was administered during the spring: reading and mathematics were administered in
grades 3—8 and 10, and science in grades 4, 8, and 10, during a six-week window (February 10-March 25,
2009). Schools were able to schedule testing sessions at any time during this period. This window, longer than
that for the CRT, allowed teachers administering the CRT-Alternate extra time to prepare and adapt test
materials needed for administering the assessment.

The CRT-Alternate is an untimed assessment. Teachers administering the assessments were instructed to
watch for indications that students might need a break. Recommendations for breaks are inserted throughout
each grade-specific test booklet. Teachers could choose to stop at the breaks or at other points in the

assessment.
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Chapter 2. ASSESSMENT PARTICIPATION

2.1 Participants

Because the general CRT provides full access to the vast majority of students, only about 100 students per
grade are expected to participate in the CRT-Alternate. Table 2-1 displays the number of students who
participated in the CRT-Alternate by grade and content area in spring 2009.

Table 2-1. 2008-09 Montana CRT-ALT:
Counts of Participating Students by Grade and Content Area

Grade Content Area N
3 Mathematics 94
Reading 92
Mathematics 104
4 Reading 104
Science 104
5 Mathematics 98
Reading 97
6 Mathematics 109
Reading 109
7 Mathematics 72
Reading 72
Mathematics 103
8 Reading 103
Science 103
Mathematics 130
10 Reading 128
Science 129

In accordance with 34 CFR 200.13 Adequate Yearly Progress
in general, there is a 1% cap applied to the number of proficient
and advanced scores based on the alternate assessment that
may be included in AYP calculations at both the state and
district levels.

2.2 Participation Guidelines

How a student with disabilities will participate in the state’s accountability system is decided by the
student’s Individualized Education Program (IEP) team. When considering whether students with disabilities
should participate in the CRT-Alternate, the IEP team should address each of the questions shown in Figure
2-2.
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Table 2-2. 2008—09 Montana CRT-ALT: Participation Guidelines
Participation Guidelines:

For each of the statements below, answer YES or NO

Does the student have an active IEP and receive
services under the Individuals with Disabilities Education YES NO
Act (IDEA)?

Do the student’s demonstrated cognitive abilities and
adaptive behavior require substantial adjustments to the YES NO
general curriculum?

Do the student’s learning objectives and expected
outcomes focus on functional application of skills, as YES NO
illustrated in the student’s IEP’s annual goals and short-
term objectives?

Does the student require direct and extensive instruction

to acquire, maintain, generalize, and transfer new skills? YES NG

If the IEP team determines the answer is “no” to any of the above questions, the student must participate
in the general CRT. If all answers are “yes,” the student is eligible to take the alternate assessment and is
considered to have a significant cognitive disability. IEP teams are informed that the decision to have a
student participate in the CRT-Alternate may not be based on excessive or extended absence; disability
category; social, cultural, or economic factors; the amount of time receiving special education services; or

academic achievement significantly lower than his or her same-age peers.
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Chapter 3. OVERVIEW OF TEST DESIGN

3.1 CRT-Alternate

CRT-Alternate test items are directly linked to Montana’s Content Standards and Expanded Benchmarks.
(See section 1.3 for more information about the expanded benchmarks.) The content standards are the basis
for the reporting categories developed for each content area and are used to help guide the development of test

items. An item may address part, all, or several of the benchmarks within a standard or standards.

3.2 Assessment Type

Due to separate development cycles through the life span of the assessment program, the CRT-Alternate
format varied slightly depending on the grade and content area assessed until this year. The original format of
the CRT-Alternate consisted of one task activity per content area with 22—35 items. The original format, with
one task activity (e.g., activity based around baking cake) narrowed the student’s opportunity for success if
the student was averse to that topic. Through feedback from the field, it was determined that a variety of
activities within each content area would be more appropriate for this population. Furthermore, a variety of
activities within a content area provides students more opportunities to demonstrate their knowledge and
skills.

Designing the test around a series of short activities, or “tasklets,” allows the teacher and student to break
the administration into smaller time segments with less concern about disruption in continuity. With the
recent redevelopment of grades 4, 8, and 10 in reading and mathematics, all content areas and grades now use
the tasklet model. This consistency across every grade and content area provides ease and fluidity for test
administration. Teachers are given a script, written directions, and scaffolding levels for each test item within
the tasklets. (See section 3.4 for more information on scaffolding.)

The tasklets are developed from the expanded benchmarks, follow the scaffolding rubric, and are
designed to show a student’s performance in relation to the Montana reading, mathematics, and science
standards and benchmarks. Students are encouraged to engage in the tasklet and show performance on the
items through appropriate prompting by the test administrator. The teacher who administers the tasklet scores
the student on each item through observation using a five-point scoring rubric. Every student takes the same
form of the test. Test items are kept secure, but the performance indicators, which come from the Montana
reading, mathematics, and science Content Standards and Expanded Benchmarks, are released every year on

the OPI and Measured Progress Web sites. The 2009 released performance items are located in Appendix F.
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3.3 Test Design

Table 3.1 outlines the design of the CRT-Alternate and its related components. The first page of each

tasklet provides a useful guide for test administrators by listing the following information:

= Content standards and expanded benchmarks
= A brief explanation of the suggested tasklet
» Parameters of the tasklet

= Materials provided and other materials that are needed

Each content area tested is composed of five tasklets that consist of five to six questions each. Each
tasklet contains one introductory item, as well as a suggested break at the end of the tasklet. Passages are
provided on the second page of reading tasklets, as well as in the Materials Kit. The Materials Kit contains
associated test materials needed to administer the assessment, such as student response cards, passages in
storybook format, and specially adapted materials that provide symbol-text pairings for students who require
a higher level of support. In order to collect evidence within each content area of the CRT-Alternate, the test
administrator must complete two forms for specified test items. Specific scoring rules have been developed

for the assessment, for which students are required to attempt every tasklet.

Table 3-1. 2008—09 Montana CRT-ALT: Test Design
Tasklet—five short activities of five or six items each per content area

Format
Total of 25—-28 items

First item in each tasklet

Designed to gain student’s attention, introduce the activity, and show

Introductory ftems materials to be used

Scored at levels 4 or 0 of the rubric

Breaks Breaks between tasklets

Reading Passage Page 2 of each reading tasklet

1-2 tasklets in each content area require student evidence
Student Evidence
Two forms need to be filled out for each item that requires evidence

Student must try every tasklet

Scoring Rule Halt the administration of a tasklet only if the student scores a 0 for three
consecutive items after administering the tasklet during two different test
sessions

Material Ki Tabs in the Materials Kits are labeled by content area and tasklet

aterial Kits number
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3.3.1

CRT-Alternate ltems

Each item of the CRT-Alternate consists of the following:

= Materials needed to administer the item

* Communication support strategies the teacher may use to administer the item

= Setup instructions and script for the teacher to follow

= Scaffolding script for the suggested test activity

= The correct student response

»  The performance indicator (The performance indicator—a description of what the question is

measuring—is derived from the Montana Content Standards and Expanded Benchmarks.)

Figure 3-1 describes the information presented in each column of every test item in the CRT-Alternate. A

sample item is provided in Figure 3-2.

Figure 3-1. 2008—09 Montana CRT-ALT: Information Presented in Test ltems

Materials for the
Activity

Activity
Teacher will:

Student Work
Student will:

Performance Indicators
Use Scoring Guide
Transfer scores to student
response booklet

The materials that are
needed for each item
and suggested student
communication
supports and strategies
that may be helpful for
some students are
described in this
column. Most materials
can be found in the
Material Kits, but
teachers need to
supply some materials.

This column contains
information about how to
display tasklet materials
and prepare the student
for the question. A script
for the teacher appears in
bold and italicized print
and suggests language
that can be used to
present the item.
Information on how to
scaffold levels 3, 2, and 1
of the rubric for items that
are scored at levels 4
through 0 is also
provided in this column.

The correct student
response and/or an
explanation of how the
student should be
responding are provided
in this column.

The performance indicator
that is assessed by each
item is identified in this
column. The performance
indicators come from the
Montana Content Standards
and Expanded
Benchmarks.

Chapter 3—Overview of Test Design
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Figure 3-2. 2008—09 Montana CRT-ALT: Grade 3 Mathematics Sample ltem

Materials for the Activity

Activity
Teacher will:

Student Work
Student will:

Performance Indicators
Use Scoring Guide
Transfer scores to student
response booklet

2.

e 1 large square

¢ 1 large triangle

¢ 1 large circle

¢ 1 large rectangle
Communication support
strategies:

e Student may look at/point
to task materials to express
a choice.

e Request may be
rephrased to require a
yes/no response (e.g., “Is
this the CIRCLE?").

e Student may tell teacher to
“stop” at desired response as
teacher sequentially points to
each of the 4 choices.

2. Place all the shapes in
random order on the work
space.

“Show me the circle.”

Scaffold:

Level 3: Remove an
incorrect response.
Repeat task request.
Level 2: Remove another
incorrect response.
Repeat task request.
Level 1: “This is the
circle.” Assist the student
as needed to identify the
circle.

2. ldentify a circle.

2. ldentifies (names)
shapes as circles, squares,
triangles, rectangles, and
ovals.

Performance Indicator:
4.1.1.6

Expanded Benchmark:
411

(For a complete sample tasklet see Appendix C.)

3.3.2

Evidence and Evidence Templates

Evidence on how the student performed in each content area must be collected during the course of the

assessment. Templates are provided in the CRT-Alternate test booklet for all evidence that is required. A

magnifying glass icon in the “Student Work, Student will” column of the test booklet indicates when evidence

must be collected. One form is used to document the way in which the student responded to the item; a

second form captures the student’s final response. The Evidence Template Teacher Recording Sheet provides

a format to document the student’s entire sequence of responses to the test item. As the test item is presented

to the student, the test administrator documents the modality used by the student to communicate a response,

as well as the accuracy of the response at each step of the scaffolding process. Recording ends when the

student demonstrates a correct response, with or without scaffolding. An Evidence Template is used to

document the student’s FINAL response for the test item for which evidence is being collected. By reviewing

the information contained on these two forms, it is possible to visualize the student’s complete response to the

test item. The evidence must be submitted along with the used test booklet.

3.3.3

Test Administration Survey

The last page of the test booklet contains a list of questions regarding preparation and administration for

the teacher to answer after the administration of the reading, mathematics, and science tasklets. Question 11

asks the teacher to report how much time he or she spent preparing for the assessment. Question 12 asks the

Chapter 3—Overview of Test Design

10

2008-09 Montana ALT Technical Report



teacher to report how much time was spent administering the assessment to the student. According to this
year’s embedded survey, there was no significant difference from last year in the amount of time used by
teachers to both prepare and administer the assessment. The lowest average preparation and administration
times in both mathematics and science were reported in Grade 10. Tables 3-2 and 3-3 summarize survey

responses to questions 11 and 12.

Table 3-2. 2008-09 Montana CRT-ALT:
Survey Responses—Question 11 Setup Time/Planning
Average # of

Grade Content Area
Hours
3 Reading 1.19
Mathematics 1.20
Reading 1.13
4 Mathematics 1.11
Science 1.06
5 Reading 1.05
Mathematics 1.05
6 Reading .92
Mathematics .90
7 Reading .95
Mathematics .86
Reading 1.12
8 Mathematics 1.04
Science .97
Reading .89
10 Mathematics .84
Science 77

Table 3-3. 2008—-09 Montana CRT-ALT: Survey
Responses—Question 12 Time Spent Administering Assessment

Average # of

Grade Content Area

Hours
3 Reading 1.33
Mathematics 1.32
Reading 1.27
4 Mathematics 1.31
Science 1.19
5 Reading 1.24
Mathematics 1.28
6 Reading 1.32
Mathematics 1.22
7 Reading 1.30
Mathematics 1.30
Reading 1.14
8 Mathematics 1.12
Science 1.05
Reading 1.21
10 Mathematics 1.06
Science 1.06
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3.4 Scaffolding as Scoring

As Gail McGregor of the University of Montana—Missoula notes in her paper titled, “Examining the
Interrator Reliability of Montana’s CRT-Alternative” (Appendix D), “Administration of the CRT-Alt
incorporates a response prompting methodology known as the ‘system of least prompts’ (Wolery, Ault &
Doyle, 1992). This is a well-established strategy that has been found to be effective as a teaching procedure
for students with severe disabilities across a wide range of applications (Doyle, Wolery, Ault & Gast, 1988).”
The system of least prompts, or scaffolding, requires the teacher (or test administrator) to administer each test
item beginning at the highest level of independence. The student is asked the question and allowed sufficient
time to produce the answer. If the student produces the answer, the teacher records the student’s score for that
question at the highest level. If the student answers incorrectly, the test administrator asks the question again,
this time using the second-highest level of independence for that particular question.

The levels of independence are standardized and scripted within the test. The second-highest level of
independence usually amounts to removing one or two choices from the set of possible answers. If the student
provides the correct answer, the test administrator will record the score at the second-highest level of
independence. If the student cannot provide the correct answer, the test administrator moves on to the next-
highest level of independence, and so on, until the student is guided (hand-over-hand) to the correct answer
and the student’s score for that particular item is recorded at the lowest level of independence. More
information regarding the research base of this method and a discussion regarding the selection of this method

can be found in Appendix D.
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Chapter 4.  TEST DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

4.1 Iltem and Activity Development

The CRT-Alternate was developed as a collaborative project between Measured Progress and OPI
divisions of Assessment, Special Education, and Educational Opportunity and Equity.

An advisory committee, representing the perspectives of parents, teachers, administrators, and faculty in
higher education, provided input during the development of this assessment. In addition, educator work
groups were formed at several points in the development and revision processes. Reading, mathematics, and
science item development work groups were composed of general and special education educators, as well as
school administrators. These educators and administrators developed tasklets that are the basis of the
performance tasks for this assessment. A third group of special education teachers and administrators
participated in the beta testing of this assessment, providing valuable feedback about the test design.

OPI and Measured Progress were responsible for organizing and facilitating committees to review reading
passages and items for bias and sensitivity. OPI reviewed the feedback and approved appropriate changes to
the items and reading passages. Table 4-1 outlines the total number of items developed in each grade and

content area.

Table 4-1. 2008—09 Montana CRT-ALT:
Total Numbers of ltems Developed by Grade and Content Area

Grade Reading Mathematics Science
3 25 25
4 25 25 26
5 25 25
6 25 25
7 25 25
8 25 25 26
10 25 25 28
4.2 CRT-Alternate Item Development Process Overview

Four separate development process cycles comprise the current CRT-Alternate. The separate development
cycles for reading, mathematics, and science occurred as follows: (1) Reading and mathematics, grades 4, §,
and 10 were developed in the original task activity model between August 2003 and October 2004 (an
overview of the test development process for these grades is outlined in the technical report for 2005); (2)
Development for reading and mathematics, grades 3, 5, 6, and 7 in the new tasklet model took place between
March 2005 and January 2006 (outlined in the technical report for 2006); (3) The science assessment in
grades 4, 8, and 10 was developed in the new tasklet model between April 2006 and February 2008 (an

overview of the test development process is outlined in the technical report for 2008).
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The most recent development cycle began in March 2008 for the redesign of grades 4, 8, and 10, in both
reading and mathematics. These grades were redeveloped in order to transition from the former task activity
model to the tasklet model. The reading and mathematics test-development process for grades 4, 8, and 10
began with a review of the original blueprints for the grades and content areas. Using the original benchmarks
for end of grades 4, 8, and 12, staff from Measured Progress in collaboration with OPI created a test blueprint
for each grade and content area for the new tasklet model. The original task-activity design consisted of 22—
35 items per content area, while the tasklet model consists of a total of 25 items. The new blueprints were
created in order to reflect the same amount of emphasis on standards and benchmarks as in the original
blueprints.

The blueprints indicated which benchmarks should be tested for each grade and content area. Once the
blueprints were approved by the state, staff from Measured Progress further identified which expanded
benchmarks and performance indicators were to be used as the base for selecting tasklet topics and creating
reading passages and test items. The state was involved in every step of the process in order to provide
feedback and/or give approval. In April 2008, a bias and item review, in conjunction with an item
development workshop, was held consisting of various stakeholders including special education teachers,
general education teachers, and school/system administrators. During the bias and item review, committee
members identified draft passages and items that were potentially unsuitable for the assessment in terms of
cultural, socioeconomic, religious, age-appropriateness, and accessibility concerns. For example, one of the
drafted passages was based on the movie Harry Potter. This selection was ultimately deemed inappropriate
due to its controversial wizardry content. Committee members reviewed draft items and developed new items
for both reading and mathematics. Measured Progress and OPI compiled and reviewed the feedback from
both meetings. OPI made final decisions on which passages and items should be replaced, and which items
developed by committee members should be incorporated into the assessment.

After the editorial-and-approval phase, the tasklets were beta tested by Montana educators and their
students. Beta test feedback included concerns regarding the consistency of graphics and the feasibility of
educators being able to supply real life objects in place of the provided materials when needed. Beta test
educators also suggested that some of the mathematics materials be modified so student responses would not
be distinguishable by color. This modification to test materials was made to ensure equal access to students
who have varying levels of vision. OPI and Measured Progress revised the reading and mathematics tests

based on feedback from the field. The development steps are described in Table 4-2.
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Table 4-2. 2008—09 Montana CRT-ALT: Development Process Overview

Development Step

Step Details

Original blueprint review

Blueprint redesign

Measured Progress curriculum and special education specialists
reviewed original blueprints and the covered benchmarks.

OPI reviewed and approved the new blueprints.

Measured Progress redesigned the blueprints with the same amount of
emphasis on standards and benchmarks as the original blueprints.

Blueprints were approved by the OPI.

Passage/tasklet ideas
and item creation

Measured Progress curriculum and special education specialists used the
blueprint to further select the expanded benchmarks and performance
indicators that fall within the benchmarks.

Measured Progress developed passages/tasklet ideas and test items
based on the expanded benchmarks and performance indicators.

OPI was given the passages/topics to approve as a final draft.

OPI made its initial approval of drafts.

Bias and item review
workshops

Measured Progress and the OPI:

provided bias and sensitivity and item development training to Montana
committee members;

facilitated the bias and sensitivity review, as well as the item review and
development, with Montana committee members; and

incorporated committee member feedback into the drafted
passages/topics and items.

Passage/topic selection
and development

Measured Progress used the draft passages/tasklet ideas and items in
combination with the newly developed tasklet ideas and items developed
by committee members to create final passages/tasklet ideas and items
for the state.

OPI was given the passages/tasklet ideas and items for approval.

OPI made approvals.

Editorial review of items

All items were reviewed by members of the Measured Progress
publications staff to ensure:

clarity and unambiguousness of items;

correct grammar, punctuation, usage, and spelling;

technical quality with respect to stems, options, and scoring guides; and
compliance with OPI sensitivity standards and style guidelines.

Beta test

Approximately 23 students participated in the beta test.

Beta test teachers tested a student on both content areas and sent
feedback to Measured Progress on the assessment items and activity.

Beta test participants gave additional feedback in a conference call.

OPI and Measured Progress reviewed all grades and content areas and
provided feedback via a form and conference call.

Revisions after beta test

Using the feedback from the beta test teachers, the OPI and Measured
Progress revised the assessment.

Chapter 4—Test Development Process
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4.3 ltem/Activity Editing

Editors reviewed and edited the tasklets and items to ensure uniform style (based on the Chicago Manual
of Syle) and adherence to sound testing principles. These principles included the stipulation that the tasklets

and items

= contained correct grammar, punctuation, usage, and spelling;

= were written in a clear, concise style;

»  measured the performance indicator;

* had appropriate materials;

= contained unambiguous explanations for teachers as to what was required of the student;

» were written at a reading level that would allow the student to demonstrate his or her knowledge
of the tested subject matter regardless of reading ability;

= exhibited high technical quality regarding psychometric characteristics;

» had appropriate scaffolding script for teachers; and

= were free of potentially insensitive content.

Items should assess only knowledge or skills that are identified as part of the domain being tested and
should not assess irrelevant factors. They should also be unambiguous and free of grammatical errors,
potentially insensitive content or language, and other confounding characteristics. Further, items must not

unfairly disadvantage test takers from particular racial, ethnic, or gender groups.
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Chapter 5. ASSESSMENT DESIGN BLUEPRINTS

5.1 Reading Assessment Blueprint

As indicated earlier, the framework for reading was based on Montana’s reading Content Standards and
Expanded Benchmarks, which identify the following five content standards that apply specifically to reading

and reading comprehension:

» Reading Standard 1: Students construct meaning as they comprehend, interpret, and respond to
what they read.

» Reading Standard 2: Students apply a range of skills and strategies to read.

» Reading Standard 3: Students set goals, monitor, and evaluate their reading progress. (This
standard is not measurable in a statewide assessment.)

* Reading Standard 4: Students select, read, and respond to print and nonprint material for a
variety of purposes.

* Reading Standard 5: Students gather, analyze, synthesize, and evaluate information from a
variety of sources and communicate their findings in ways appropriate for their purposes and

audiences.

The reading test blueprint for the CRT-Alternate was designed to mirror the same level of emphasis on
concepts across all grades that are represented in the general CRT. The CRT-Alternate design reflects how
students with significant cognitive disabilities are working on similar concepts and skills as students in
general education classrooms who participate in the CRT, but that have been expanded to the foundational
level. Table 5-1 shows the standards measured at each grade level. For a complete list of performance
indicators for all reading, mathematics, and science test items (and the correlating standards assessed through

each item), see Appendix F.
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Table 5-1. 2008—-09 Montana CRT-ALT:
Distribution of Reading Standards Measured at Each Grade

STANDARD 1 STANDARD 2 STANDARD 3 STANDARD 4 STANDARD 5

Grade 13 8 . 4 0
3

Grade 9 12 . 3 1
4

Grade 13 8 . 4 0
5

Grade 13 7 * 1 4
6

Grade 13 7 * 1 4
7

Grgde 11 10 * 3 1

Grade .
s 14 6 3 2

Note: Standards 1 and 2 for reading are measured at every grade level, and the other standards are measured evenly across grade spans
(elementary 3—5, middle 6-8, and high school 10).

*Standard 3 is

5.2

not measurable in a statewide assessment.

Mathematics Assessment Blueprint

The mathematics framework was based on Montana’s mathematics Content Standards and Expanded

Benchmarks, which identify seven content standards, as shown below:

Mathematics Standard 1: Students engage in the mathematical processes of problem solving
and reasoning, estimation, communication, connections and applications, and using appropriate
technology.

Mathematics Standard 2: Students demonstrate understanding of and an ability to use numbers
and operations.

Mathematics Standard 3: Students use algebraic concepts, processes, and language to model
and solve a variety of real-world and mathematical problems.

Mathematics Standard 4: Students demonstrate understanding of shape and an ability to use
geometry.

Mathematics Standard 5: Students demonstrate understanding of shape and an ability to use

measurement processes.
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= Mathematics Standard 6: Students demonstrate understanding of an ability to use data analysis,
probability, and statistics.
= Mathematics Standard 7: Students demonstrate understanding of and an ability to use patterns,

relations, and functions.

The mathematics test blueprint for the CRT-Alternate was designed to mirror the same level of emphasis
on concepts across all grades that are represented in the general CRT. The CRT-Alternate design reflects how
students with significant cognitive disabilities are working on similar concepts and skills as students in
general education classrooms who participate in the CRT, but that have been expanded to the foundational
level. Table 5-2 shows the standards measured at each grade level. For a complete list of performance
indicators for all reading, mathematics, and science test items (and the correlating standards assessed through

each item), see Appendix F.

Table 5-2. 2008-09 Montana CRT-ALT:
Distribution of Mathematics Standards Measured at Each Grade

STANDARD 1 STANDARD 2 STANDARD 3 STANDARD 4 STANDARD 5 STANDARD 6 STANDARD 7

Grade

3 8 10 0 10 0 0 5
Grade 5 8 0 0 0 8 4

4
Grgde 9 10 5 0 10 0 0
Grgde 6 10 0 5 5 0 5
Gr‘;‘de 9 10 10 0 0 5 0
Grgde 5 4 4 0 4 8 0
Grl"’:)de 2 10 4 4 0 0 5

Note: Standards 1 and 2 for mathematics are measured at every grade level, and the other standards are measured evenly across grade
spans (elementary 3—5, middle 68, and high school 10).
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5.3

Science Assessment Blueprint

The science framework was based on Montana’s science Content Standards and Expanded Benchmarks,

which identify six content standards, as shown below:

Science Standard 1: Students design, conduct, evaluate, and communicate processes and results
of scientific investigations, and demonstrate the thinking skills associated with this procedural
knowledge.

Science Standard 2: Students demonstrate knowledge of properties, forms, changes, and
interactions of physical and chemical systems, and demonstrate the thinking skills associated with
this knowledge.

Science Standard 3: Students demonstrate knowledge of characteristics, structures, and function
of living things, the process and diversity of life, and how living organisms interact with each
other and their environments, and demonstrate the thinking skills associated with this knowledge.
Science Standard 4: Students demonstrate knowledge of the composition, structures, processes,
and interactions of Earth’s systems and other objects in space, and demonstrate the thinking skills
associated with this knowledge.

Science Standard 5: Students understand how scientific knowledge and technological
developments impact today’s societies and cultures.

Science Standard 6: Students understand historical developments in science and technology.

The science test blueprint for the CRT-Alternate was designed to mirror the same level of emphasis on

concepts across all grades that are represented in the general CRT. The CRT-Alternate design reflects how

students with significant cognitive disabilities are working on similar concepts and skills as students in

general education classrooms who participate in the CRT, but that have been expanded to the foundational

level. Table 5-3 shows the standards measured at each grade level. For a complete list of performance

indicators for all reading, mathematics, and science test items (and the correlating standards assessed through

each item), see Appendix F.

Table 5-3. 2008-09 Montana CRT-ALT:
Distribution of Science Standards Measured at Each Grade

STANDARD 1 STANDARD 2 STANDARD 3 STANDARD 4 STANDARD 5 STANDARD 6
Grade 1 8 5 9 v 1*
4
Grgde 3 5 8 10 o o
Grade . .
10 5 11 5 9 1 0

*Standards 5 and 6 subscores are not reported.
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SECTION II: TEST ADMINISTRATION

Chapter 6.  TEST ADMINISTRATION

6.1 Responsibility for Administration

The CRT-Alternate is administered by a special education teacher or another certified individual who has
worked extensively with the student and is trained in the assessment procedures. Because this is an on-
demand performance assessment, the administrator is also the scorer. This becomes a consideration with
regard to reliability, where values tend to be inflated due to administrator effects. This is discussed further in
Chapter 10—Reliability.

The test administrator may find it helpful to ask another person in the school to assist with the
administration. The additional persons who assist in administration may include, but are not limited to, the

following:

= Parent

*  Qeneral education teacher

= Paraprofessional

= Special service provider (speech/language therapist, psychologist, occupational or physical
therapist, etc.)

*  School counselor

* Principal

= other educational professional

6.2 Procedures

A training CD with an audio PowerPoint presentation was sent to teachers who would be administering
the CRT-Alternate. Test administrators were instructed to follow the steps below to prepare for the

assessment:

»  View training CD and participate in question/answer sessions.

= Receive the secure CRT-Alternate Test Booklet from the test coordinator.

= Receive hard copy of the test materials, CD with test materials, and training CD. Teachers may
have needed to further adapt materials to meet the needs of students taking the assessment.
Guidelines and examples for adapting materials were given in the “Materials” section of the test
booklet and on pages 2830 of the CRT-Alter nate Administration Manual.

* Download the CRT-Alternate Administration Manual and scoring rubric from the OPI or

Measured Progress Web site.
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6.3

Read the CRT-Alternate Administration Manual to become familiar with the administration and
scoring directions.

Read the CRT-Alternate Test Booklet to become familiar with the tasklets and performance
indicators.

Consider how the student will access and respond to the test and determine the adaptations and
supports the student will need.

Check to ensure all materials and resources needed are available to complete the tasklets. For
example, the grade 8 mathematics tasklet asks the student to use a ruler to find the length of a
street on a provided map. The test administrator needs to locate the ruler the student is most
familiar with in order to administer the test item.

Provide the assistive technologies the student needs to access the materials and respond to the test
items.

Schedule the assessment administration session for a time and place that are optimal for student

effort and focus.

Training

System and school test coordinators were instructed to read the Test Coordinator’s Manual before testing

and become familiar with the instructions provided in the CRT-Alternate Administration Manual. The Test

Coordinator’s Manual and the CRT-Alternate Administration Manual provided each school with checklists to

help prepare for testing. The checklists outlined tasks to be performed before, during, and after test

administration. Along with providing these checklists, the manuals outlined the nature of the testing material

being sent to each school, how to inventory the material, how to track it during administration, and how to

return the material once testing was complete. It also contained information about including or excluding

students. Test administrators received copies of the Test Coordinator’s Manual, the CRT-Alternate

Administration Manual, and the test-administrator training CD. Training materials and the PowerPoint

presentations from the training CD were posted on the OPI Web site. Below is a summary of the information

presented in the training CD:

Important Dates

CRT-Alternate Overview

Week 1 of Testing

Eligibility for the CRT-Alternate

Who Should Administer the CRT-Alternate

Materials Needed for the Presentation and for Testing
About the Tests

Test Booklet Organization
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= Assessment Format

= Introductory Item

= Test Administration Strategies
= Scaffolding

» Scoring & Scoring Rules

= Dealing with Resistance

»  Student Evidence

= Test Materials

= Student Response Booklet (SRB)
= Student Barcode Labels

» Returning Student Materials

*  Final Administration Hints

= Questions and Answers

To answer any questions not addressed in the training, contact information for OPI, Measured Progress,
and the University of Montana—Missoula were provided to teachers, test administrators, and test coordinators.
The contact information was provided on the training CD, in the manual, and on the memo sent out with the

test materials.
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SECTION |ll: DEVELOPMENT AND
REPORTING OF SCORES

Chapter 7. SCORING

7.1 Scoring the Assessment

The CRT-Alternate is administered to a student one-on-one, possibly with the help of another
administrator. The teacher scores every item as it is administered using the rubric and a process called

scaffolding.

7.2 Using Scaffolding to Gather Student Performance Information

Scaffolding is a process of providing the student with the support needed to respond to the questions in
the test. It is similar to support during daily instruction, in which many strategies are used frequently to ensure
that students experience success. For example, if a student is unable to make a correct choice from a display
of four pictures, the teacher reduces the complexity by removing one of the choices. Scaffolding serves this
same function and is provided so that students will experience success in completing the test items. An
important result of scaffolding is that it helps students demonstrate their knowledge and skills. These skills
can be described and measured, resulting in an accurate picture of what students can do.

The scoring system in the CRT-Alternate allows for increasing amounts of scaffolding, which is provided
only when the student does not respond at all or responds incorrectly. This approach is sometimes described
as a “least to most” prompt hierarchy (see Chapter 3 for a description of the scaffolding-as-scoring paradigm).

Each tasklet begins with an item that introduces the subject and materials that will be used in the test
activity. These items are scored as either a 4 (student responds accurately and with no assistance) or a 0
(student does not respond or actively resists). Items scored this way (at a level 4 or 0) may also be found
further into the tasklet when new materials are being introduced.

After the introductory items are scored, each subsequent item within the tasklet is scored on a five-point
descending scale from 4 through 0, where 4 represents a correct, independent response; 1, a correct response
that has been completely guided by the teacher; and 0, when the student does not respond or actively resists
participation in the test activity. (The scoring rubric is presented later in this section.)

The scores from all items, including the introductory items and the subsequent items within each tasklet,
are added together to produce a raw score (i.e., total score) for the test. The raw score is then scaled and a
performance level assigned for the content area (see Chapter 9 for details on scaling).

A script is provided for scaffolding each of the test items. It describes the prompts to scaffold the student
to a level 3, level 2, and level 1. It may be used verbatim or modified by the teacher to meet the needs of the

student. For each test item, level 1 prompting is full support from the teacher, guiding the student to the
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correct response. Depending on the student and the test item, this may involve physically guiding the student
to the correct response or some other form of support that ensures that the student responds correctly.

It is critical that the test administrator deliver each item in a way that allows the student the opportunity to
score at level 4. That is, it is first assumed that the student can respond independently to each item, even if
that is not the usual instructional practice. The following are directions given to test administrators in order to

standardize scaffolding procedures across the state:

= Follow the guidelines to observe the student demonstrating the performance required and allow
adequate wait time for the student to process the information and respond without assistance. Do
not repeat the question multiple times.

= If the student does not respond or responds incorrectly, scaffold the student to level 3—“Student
responds accurately when teacher clarifies, highlights important information, or reduces the range
of options to three.” Again, give the student adequate wait time.

= Ifthe student does not respond or responds incorrectly, scaffold to level 2—“Student responds
accurately when teacher provides basic yes/no questions or forced choices between two options.”

= [fthe student still does not respond with the desired behavior, scaffold to level 1—*“Student is
guided to correct response by teacher (e.g., modeling the correct response or providing full
physical assistance).”

= [fthe student resists participation for an item, the test administrator will indicate a 0—*“Student

does not respond or actively resists.”

Scaffolding, in other words, is the process for determining the amount of information the student needs to
reach the correct response. If the student can respond independently (level 4), no further information is
needed by the student. If the student does not respond accurately or independently, more information is given
about the item (per a script in the CRT-Alternate Test Booklet) and/or the choices are reduced (level 3). This
funneling toward the correct response continues (per script) as the student needs more assistance, by
providing specific information about the item and/or a forced choice between two options (level 2) and finally
by guiding the student to the correct response (level 1). In this way, the student is not expected to either “get
it” or “not get it” as in most on-demand assessments. The CRT-Alternate considers the level of assistance that
students require to demonstrate their knowledge and skills and thus provides more precise information about
student performance and achievement. This system is designed to be sensitive to small increments of change
in student performance, an important consideration in describing the learning outcomes of students with
severe disabilities.

This process must be used systematically with every item identified for scoring within each tasklet. The
intent is to give the student every opportunity to perform independently on each item. Scaffolding examples

are provided in the CRT-Alternate Administration Manual.
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The consistent use of required levels of assistance during administration/scoring will increase item
intercorrelations and overall test reliability. (The effects of scaffolding and the scoring scheme are further

discussed in Chapter 10—Reliability.)

7.3 Scoring Rubric

Each tasklet begins with an introductory item. Only the rubric levels of 4 and 0 are used to score these
items. All five levels of the rubric are used to score remaining items. Figure 7-1 shows the scoring rubric with

all five levels. Test administrators are encouraged to have the rubric available as a reference when giving the

test.
Table 7-1. 2008—09 Montana CRT-ALT: Scoring Rubric
Montana Alternate Assessment Scoring Guide
Performance (independence and accuracy)
Used to score every item during the structured observation test activity.
4 3 2 1 0
Student responds  Student responds Student responds  Student is guided to  Student does not
accurately and accurately when accurately when correct response by  respond or actively
with no teacher clarifies, teacher provides teacher (e.g., resists.
assistance. highlights important  basic yes/no modeling the
information, or questions or correct response or
reduces the range forced choices providing full
of options to three. between two physical
options. assistance).

7.4 Scoring Rules

Instructions and examples provided to test administrators in both the CRT-Alternate Administration

Manual and training CD illustrate the following rules for scoring:

= Begin with the introductory items and score 4 or 0.

= Use the full scale of 4, 3, 2, 1, and 0 to score the remaining items within each tasklet. Start with
level 4 and work systematically through the scaffolding system for every performance indicator
as necessary, based on the student’s response.

= Allow for appropriate wait time as you scaffold through each level of the scoring rubric.

* Do not repeat questions or directions numerous times.

»  Visual, verbal, gestural, and physical cues are allowed in each level except 4.

= Record only one score for each item.

= Score 0 only if the student does not respond or actively resists.

= Halt the administration if the student is showing a pattern of resisting, is becoming fatigued, or is

not participating in any way, and resume testing at another time.
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= Score every item in a tasklet until the student scores at level O for three consecutive items. Stop
the administration of the assessment at this point. On the following assessment session, re-
administer the final three items on which the student scored a 0. If the student receives a level 0
on these three consecutive items again, halt the administration of the tasklet—Ileaving the

remaining items in the tasklet blank—and move on to the next tasklet.

Test administrators were reminded that the student must start all five tasklets in each content area, and if

the student scores at level 0 for three consecutive items, the teacher must attempt to re-administer the tasklet.

7.5 Scanning Procedures and Quality Control

This section of the report outlines the scanning procedures and quality control processes for all returned
CRT-Alternate student response booklets. Once the 2008—09 test booklets were received and entered into our
inventory system through a process called “Login,” they are then transferred to Gatekeeping, where they
receive unique labeling so all materials are identifiable. Test booklets are then identified with appropriate
scannable, preprinted school information sheets, examined for extraneous materials, and batched. At the
guillotine station the test booklets were unbundled and their spines were cut off, they were then moved into
the scanning area. For all student response booklets, this was the last step in the processing loop in which the

documents themselves were handled.

7.5.1 Gatekeeping

Gatekeeping is the first step in the scanning process where the association of Scan Box and bundles of
student response booklets from Login are validated before the box continues on to the guillotine station. This
validation confirms that the proper Scan Boxes and student response booklet bundles are associated and aids

in booklet loss prevention.

= Each box transferred from Login to Gatekeeping has a scannable label applied to it that includes
specific contract, content area, and batch number and is associated with the Login Headers that
were placed in the box during the Login phase.

= All bundles of student response booklets are removed from the box and the header of each bundle
is scanned; if any discrepancy between the headers scanned in this process and the headers
assigned to the box in Login are discovered, the box is rejected and returned to Login to be
corrected.

* Ifno discrepancies are discovered, the bundles are replaced in the Scan Box, and the box is
flagged in the system as having been gatekept. A box with missing or additional headers cannot

be marked as gatekept.
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An index sheet (Box Header) is generated, listing all header information for the box and is placed

in the top of the box.

The box is then transferred to the guillotine station.

7.5.2

Guillotining

Bundles of student response booklets are removed from the box and placed into a holding bin.
(Holding bins are used to keep bundles or student response booklets together while they are not in
a box.)

One bundle is handled at a time.

Student response booklets are unbundled and their spines cut off.

The cut pages are immediately rebundled and returned to the Scan Box.

The guillotine operator records the box ID in the guillotine log as having been guillotined and transfers

the box to Scanning.

7.5.3

Scanning Procedures

The scanning operator scans the box label, marking that the box has been transferred to scanning.
This scan also tells the scanning program which contract, content area, and grade is being
prepared for scanning.

All bundles are removed from the scanning box and placed into a blue temporary holding bin.
One bundle is handled at a time.

Each bundle is individually jogged (placed on a vibrating tray to separate and align pages).

Each bundle is then placed in the scanner with the Login Header on top and the actual scanning
begins.

The lithocode number is checked at the time of scanning, confirming that the student response
booklets being scanned are the correct grade, that the form number is within range, and that the
correct number of pages are present for each grade, content area, and form number. Lithocode
numbers are unique. This step also prevents booklets with any missing pages from being scanned;

any such booklets are hand-edited.

Completed scanned boxes are placed on carts, re-palletized, and placed into short-term storage before

being placed in the warehouse.

7.5.4

Machine Scored Items

The image set generated from scanning is overlaid with an electronic template.

Bubbled data is read and written to a database.
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Void Answer Documents, multiple marks, and incomplete scans are detected in the data at this

time and identified in Data Processing.

The data from the bubbled database is then merged in the data analysis process after being transferred to

the Research and Analysis Department.

7.5.5

7.6

Quality Control

Header QC — compares the count of headers at Gatekeeping, Scanning, and Extraction for each
box. If there are any discrepancies in this check, the missing headers are traced back through the
process, located, and processed.

Booklet QC — confirms that the count of booklets scanned matches the count of booklets logged
in for each header. Disagreements in these counts are resolved by a Login recount and, if
necessary, rescan.

Extraction QC — confirms that all booklets logged in and scanned have been extracted. If any
booklets were not extracted, the image is checked to determine the cause and corrected.

Multiple Response QC — confirms that any record extracted to a production database that has five
or more asterisks (Double Marks) will be manually verified.

Length Check QC — each data string has a designated number of responses. Before any data is
exported to the data processing group, each record in the database is checked to make sure it has
the correct string length consistent with the scanning specifications assembled for that contract.
Spot Check QC — random booklets are selected from various batches during production. Each
booklet selected is manually verified, bubble by bubble, to ensure that all hardware and software
are functioning properly.

Duplicate Record QC — before data is exported to the data processing group, any duplicate
records have to be verified and resolved. These booklets are pulled and sent through the bull-pen
process where the contract’s Program Manager researches and determines which record is valid.
Label Verification QC — before data is exported to the data processing group, each student ID is
compared with a student label file. Any label that does not link back to the student label file is
flagged for KFI (Key from Image). This process allows our employees to hand-enter any student

labels that did not read correctly through the software.

Electronic Data Files

Once the data is entered and the scanning logs and other paperwork completed, the test booklets

themselves are put into storage (where they are kept for at least 180 days beyond the close of the fiscal year).

When it is determined that the electronic files resulting from scanning are complete and accurate, the files are

duplicated electronically and made available for many other processing options.
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Chapter 8. ITEM ANALYSES

As noted in Brown (1983), “A test is only as good as the items it contains.” A complete evaluation of a
test’s quality must include an evaluation of each item. Both the Standards for Educational and Psychological
Testing and the Code of Fair Testing Practices in Education include standards for identifying quality items.
While the specific statistical criteria identified in these publications were developed primarily for general—
not alternate—assessment, the principles and some of the techniques apply within the alternate assessment
framework as well.

Both qualitative and quantitative analyses were conducted to ensure that CRT-Alternate items met these
standards. Qualitative analyses are described in earlier sections of this report; this section focuses on the
quantitative evaluations. The statistical evaluations discussed are difficulty indices and item-test correlations.
The item analyses presented here are based on the statewide administration of the CRT-Alternate in spring

2009.

8.1 Difficulty Indices (p-value)

All tasks were evaluated in terms of item difficulty according to standard classical test theory practices.
“Difficulty” was defined as the average proportion of points achieved on an item and was measured by
obtaining the average score on an item and dividing by the maximum score for the item. CRT-Alternate items
are scored polytomously, such that a student can achieve a score of 0, 1, 2, 3, or 4 for an item. By computing
the difficulty index as the average proportion of points achieved, the items are placed on a scale that ranges
from 0.0 to 1.0. Although this index is traditionally described as a measure of difficulty, it is properly
interpreted as an easiness index, because larger values indicate easier items.

An index of 0.0 indicates that all students received no credit for the item, and an index of 1.0 indicates
that all students received full credit for the item. Items that have either a very high or very low difficulty index
are considered to be potentially problematic, because they are either so difficult that few students get them
right or so easy that nearly all students get them right. In either case, such items should be reviewed for
appropriateness for inclusion on the assessment. If an assessment were composed entirely of very easy or very
hard items, all students would receive nearly the same scores, and the assessment would not be able to
differentiate high-ability students from low-ability students.

It is worth mentioning that using a norm-referenced criterion such as p-values to evaluate test items is
somewhat contradictory to the purpose of a criterion-referenced assessment like the CRT-Alternate, which
has the goal not of differentiating among students but of providing evidence on student progress relative to a
standard. Thus, the generally accepted criteria regarding classical item statistics are only cautiously applicable
to the CRT-Alternate. Difficulty indices (i.e., item level classical stats) for each item are provided in

Appendix G.
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8.2 Item-Test Correlations (Discrimination)

A desirable feature of an item is that the higher-ability students perform better on the item than do lower-
ability students. The correlation between student performance on a single item and total test score is a
commonly used measure of this characteristic of an item. Within classical test theory, this item-test
correlation is referred to as the item’s “discrimination,” because it indicates the extent to which successful
performance on an item discriminates between high and low scores on the test. The discrimination index used
to evaluate CRT-Alternate tasks was the Pearson product-moment correlation. The theoretical range of this
statistic is —1.0 to 1.0.

Discrimination indices can be thought of as measures of how closely an item assesses the same
knowledge and skills assessed by other items contributing to the criterion total score. That is, the
discrimination index can be thought of as a measure of construct consistency. In light of this interpretation,
the selection of an appropriate criterion total score is crucial to the interpretation of the discrimination index.
For the CRT-Alternate, the test total score, excluding the item being evaluated, was used as the criterion

score.

8.3 Summary of Item Analysis Results

A summary of the item difficulty and item discrimination statistics for each grade/content area
combination is presented in Table 8-2. The mean difficulty values shown in the table indicate that, overall,
students performed well on the items on the CRT-Alternate. In interpreting these values, it is important to
note that item scores lower than 2 are fairly rare on the CRT-Alternate, and a score of 0 is awarded only if the
student refuses to respond. These aspects of the item score scale should be considered when evaluating the
difficulty values presented in Table 8-2. In contrast to alternate assessments, the difficulty values for
assessments designed for the general population tend to be in the 0.4 to 0.7 range for the majority of items.
Because the nature and purpose of alternate assessments are different from those of general assessments, and
because very few guidelines exist as to criteria for interpreting these values for alternate assessments, the
values presented in Table 8-2 should not be interpreted to mean that the students performed better on the
CRT-Alternate than the students who took general assessments did on those tests.

Also shown in Table 8-2 are the mean discrimination values. A couple of factors should be considered
when interpreting these values. First, all items on the CRT-Alternate are polytomously scored. In general,
polytomous items will tend to have higher discrimination values than dichotomous items (e.g., multiple-
choice items) because the former are less affected by a restriction of range. Second, the CRT-Alternate item
score scale awards points based on the extent to which students require assistance to complete the tasklet.
Because students who require assistance with one task are more likely to require assistance with other

tasklets, discrimination values will be higher for items scored in this way.
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As with the item difficulty values, because the nature and use of the CRT-Alternate are different from

those of a general assessment such as the general CRT, and because very few guidelines exist as to criteria for

interpreting these values for alternate assessments, the statistics presented in Table 8-2 should be interpreted

with caution.

Table 8-1. 2008-09 Montana CRT-ALT:
Item Difficulty and Discrimination Statistics

Grade Content Number Difficulty Discrimination
Area of ltems Mean SD Mean SD

3 Mathematics 25 0.85 0.10 0.70 0.10
Reading 25 0.83 0.09 0.63 0.12
Mathematics 25 0.81 0.11 0.66 0.12

4 Reading 25 0.86 0.09 0.62 0.22
Science 26 0.87 0.08 0.70 0.12

5 Mathematics 25 0.79 0.08 0.78 0.09
Reading 25 0.78 0.09 0.71 0.11

6 Mathematics 25 0.86 0.08 0.71 0.09
Reading 25 0.86 0.07 0.67 0.10

7 Mathematics 25 0.79 0.14 0.70 0.20
Reading 25 0.83 0.11 0.69 0.12
Mathematics 25 0.78 0.12 0.58 0.19

8 Reading 25 0.82 0.10 0.61 0.23
Science 26 0.85 0.11 0.63 0.12
Mathematics 25 0.86 0.08 0.70 0.14

10 Reading 25 0.84 0.08 0.70 0.10
Science 28 0.89 0.06 0.70 0.13
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Chapter 9. SCALING

9.1 Translating Raw Scores to Scaled Scores and
Performance Levels

CRT-Alternate scores in each content area are reported on a scale that ranges from 200 to 300. Scaled
scores supplement the CRT-Alternate performance-level results by providing information about the position
of a student’s results within a performance level. School- and district-level scaled scores are calculated by
computing the average of student-level scaled scores. Students’ raw scores, or total number of points, on the
CRT-Alternate tests are translated to scaled scores using a data analysis process called scaling. Scaling simply
converts raw points from one scale to another. In the same way that the same temperature can be expressed on
either the Fahrenheit or Celsius scale and the same distance can be expressed either in miles or kilometers,
student scores on the CRT-Alternate tests can be expressed as raw scores or scaled scores.

It is important to note that converting from raw scores to scaled scores does not change the students’
performance-level classifications. Given the relative simplicity of raw scores, it is fair to ask why scaled
scores are used in CRT-Alternate reports instead of raw scores. Foremost, scaled scores offer the advantage of
simplifying the reporting of results across content areas, grade levels, and subsequent years. Because the
standard setting process typically results in different cut scores across content areas on a raw score basis, it is
useful to transform these raw cut scores to a consistent scale. For example, a score of 225 on the CRT-
Alternate is fixed as the cut score between the Novice and Nearing Proficiency performance levels.' This is
true regardless of content area, grade, or year. If one were to use raw scores, the raw cut score between Novice
and Nearing Proficiency may be, for example, 57 in mathematics at grade 8, but 66 in mathematics at grade
10, or 60 in reading at grade 8. Using scaled scores provides consistency for understanding student
performance across content areas and grade levels. Raw score cutpoints for the CRT-Alternate in reading and
mathematics, in grades 3—8 and 10, were established via standard setting in July 2006. (Details of the standard
setting were included as an appendix in the 2006—07 CRT-Alternate technical report.) In June 2008, OPI and
Measured Progress convened panels of Montana educators to participate in a standard setting process for the
new science assessment in grades 4, 8, and 10 (Details of the standard setting were included as an appendix in
the 2007—08 CRT-Alternate technical report.). Panels were reconvened in May 2009 in order to determine
new raw score cutpoints at each performance level for reading and mathematics in grades 4, 8, and 10 due to
the redevelopment of the assessments into the tasklet model (see Appendix A for the 2008—09 standard setting
report).

Once raw score cutpoints are established, transformation coefficients based on them are calculated in
order to place students’ raw scores onto the score scale used for reporting. Student scores on the CRT-

Alternate are reported in integer values from 200 to 300, with three scores representing cut scores on each

! Note that the cut score between Nearing Proficiency and Proficient is also fixed, at 250. The cut between Proficient and Advanced
varies by grade level and content.
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assessment. Two of the three cutpoints (Novice/Nearing Proficiency and Nearing Proficiency/Proficient) are
pre-set at 225 and 250, respectively, in all grades/content areas. The third cutpoint, between Proficient and
Advanced, is allowed to vary across tests, depending on where the raw score cuts are placed. Allowing the
upper cut to float results in a single conversion equation for each test; this simplifies interpretation of scaled
scores and their summary statistics. Table 9-1 presents the scaled score range for each performance level in

each grade/content area combination.

Table 9-1. 2008—09 Montana CRT-ALT: Scaled Score Ranges
Scaled Score Range for each Performance Level

Grade Content Noarin
Area Novice Profici g Proficient ~ Advanced
roficiency

3 Mathematics 200-224 225-249 250-268 269-300
Reading 200-224 225-249 250-264 265-300
Mathematics 200-224 225-249 250-268 269-300

4 Reading 200-224 225-249 250-266 267-300
Science 200-224 225-249 250-273 274-300

5 Mathematics 200-224 225-249 250-296 297-300
Reading 200-224 225-249 250-262 263-300

6 Mathematics 200-224 225-249 250-257 258-300
Reading 200-224 225-249 250-274 275-300

7 Mathematics 200-224 225-249 250-274 275-300
Reading 200-224 225-249 250-276 277-300
Mathematics 200-224 225-249 250-277 278-300

8 Reading 200-224 225-249 250-274 275-300
Science 200-224 225-249 250-270 271-300
Mathematics 200-224 225-249 250-260 261-300

10 Reading 200-224 225--249 250-282 283-300
Science 200-224 225-249 250-268 269-300

The scaled scores are obtained by a simple linear transformation of the raw scores using the fixed scaled

score values noted above (225 and 250) and the associated 2008—09 raw score cutpoints.

The scaling coefficients were calculated using the following formula for the slope (m) of
scaled scores as a function of raw scores.
225-250
m="——"—
X=%

Where:
X; is the raw cut score for the Novice/Nearing Proficiency cut, and
X, is the raw cut score for the Nearing Proficiency/Proficient cut

In other words, the slope is the ratio between the scaled score and raw score differences at the fixed

cutpoints.
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The intercept (b) of the function is found either by

b=225-m(x)
or
b= 250 — m(x,)

and represents the resultant scaled score if, at the rate of the slope, the raw score fell from one of the
cutpoints to zero.

Scaled scores were then calculated using the resulting linear function:

ss=m(x)+b

Where:
X represents a student’s raw score.

The values obtained using this formula were rounded to the nearest integer and truncated, as necessary,

such that no student received a score below 200 or higher than 300.
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Chapter 10. RELIABILITY

10.1 A Note on Scorer Interrater Reliability

Because the scoring of student performance on the CRT-Alternate relies so heavily on human judgment,
interrater reliability may be the form of reliability of most concern in evaluating the meaning of results. OPI
designed and administered a study to review interrater reliability on the CRT-Alternate for the 2006—07
administration. Although the study was not performed again this year, the test itself has not changed;
therefore, the implications from the interrater reliability study are still relevant. For one component of the
study, a group of five highly qualified administrators independently observed and scored seven test
administrations (a total of thirty-five students). The scoring was double-blind, meaning that the independent
observers/scorers did not communicate their scores to the official test administrator of record or vice versa.
For a second component, per Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) (see Appendix E) recommendation, a
highly qualified administrator conducted a “read-behind” of thirty evidence templates and recording sheets
from among the independently observed administrations. For both analyses the two instances were compared
for accuracy. Finally, following another recommendation of the TAC, OPI developed a survey to query the
level of training each administrator had received prior to testing.

The double-blind, read-behind, and survey results can be found in the paper titled “Examining the

Interrater Reliability of Montana’s CRT-Alternate” (Appendix D).

10.2 Other Reliability Results

For paper-and-pencil assessments administered to the general population, such as the general CRT,
reliability is commonly evaluated in terms of the way items function together and complement one another.
Such analyses may also be carried out on an alternate assessment such as the CRT-Alternate, with the
following caveats: its items are quite different from those found on the general assessment, and item scores
may be confounded with administrator/scorer affects.

Over and above the confounds inherent in alternate assessments, some students will receive scores that
underestimate their true ability, and other students will receive scores that overestimate their true ability.
Items that function well together produce assessments that have less measurement error (i.e., the error is small
on average). Such assessments are described as “reliable.”

There are a number of ways to estimate an assessment’s reliability. One approach is to split all test items
into two groups and then correlate students’ scores on the two half-tests. This is known as a split-half estimate
of reliability. If the two half-test scores correlate highly, the items on them are likely measuring very similar
knowledge or skills. It suggests that measurement error will be minimal.

The split-half method requires psychometricians to select items that contribute to each half-test score.

This decision may have an impact on the resulting correlation, since each different possible split of the test
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halves will result in a different correlation. Another problem with the split-half method of calculating
reliability is that it underestimates reliability, because test length is cut in half. All else being equal, a shorter
test is less reliable than a longer test. Cronbach (1951) provided a statistic, alpha (o), which avoids these
concerns of the split-half method by comparing individual item variances to total test variance. Cronbach’s a

was used to assess the reliability of the 2008—09 CRT Alternate:

n
2
n 29w
1— i=1

n-—1 o’

X

o=

Where:
i indexes the item,
n is the number of items,

2 T . .
o (v) represents individual item variance, and
I

2 .
O, represents the total test variance

Table 10-1 presents Cronbach’s o coefficient for each content area (reading, mathematics, and science)
and each grade level. The values in Table 10-1 are all greater than or equal to 0.95, indicating that these tests
have a high level of reliability. Note, however, that these high values do not necessarily indicate that the CRT-
Alternate is “better” than general assessments, which tend to have reliabilities ranging from around 0.80 to
around 0.95. There are several factors that may contribute to these high values. First, because the CRT-
Alternate is individually administered, the reliability values are likely to be inflated due to administrator
effects. In other words, the item scores awarded by the administrator may be influenced by his or her overall
sense of the student’s level of ability or proficiency, which may result in item scores that are more
homogeneous than they would be if they were based strictly on the student’s performance on each item.
Second, the reliabilities are artificially inflated due to the fact that items are “bundled” together within
activities. Items that are bundled together will be more highly correlated, which will increase test reliability.
Finally, the use of level of assistance required in the item scoring guide (as described above) will also increase

item intercorrelations and overall test reliability.
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Table 10-1. 2008-09 Montana CRT-ALT: Common ltem
Raw Score Descriptive Statistics, Reliability, and SEM by Grade and Content Area

Possible  Min Max Mean Score  Reliability
Grade ContentArea N Score Score Score  Score SD (a) SEM

3 Mathematics 84 100 0 100 83.881 20.419 0.96 4.084
Reading 83 100 0 100 81.373 20.618 0.95 4.610
Mathematics 100 100 0 100 79.290 21.315 0.96 4.263

4 Reading 95 100 0 100 84.337 18.726 0.96 3.745
Science 104 104 0 104 88.048 22.063 0.97 3.821

5 Mathematics 95 100 0 100 76.695 28.015 0.98 3.962
Reading 93 100 0 99 75.903 25.683 0.97 4.448

6 Mathematics 106 100 0 100 85.726 20.570 0.97 3.563
Reading 103 100 1 100 85.272 18.747 0.96 3.749

7 Mathematics 69 100 8 100 78.261 21.968 0.96 4.394
Reading 69 100 8 100 82.043 20.191 0.96 4.038
Mathematics 98 100 16 100 77.163 18.676 0.94 4.575

8 Reading 96 100 20 99 82.156 17.666 0.94 4.327
Science 100 104 104 87.010 18.665 0.95 4.174

10 Mathematics 126 100 100 84.635 20.655 0.96 4131

0
0
Reading 128 100 0 100 82.609 21.974 0.97 3.806
Science 128 112 0 112 97.984 22.361 0.97 3.873

10.3 Reliability of Performance-Level Categorization

For the purposes of the MontCAS CRT-Alternate, reliability of performance-level categorization is the
most important reliability concern. Specifically, based on their test scores, students are classified into one of
the CRT-Alternate performance levels (Novice [N], Nearing Proficiency [NP], Proficient [P], and Advanced
[A]); and, like test scores, such classification is also subject to measurement error. Thus, empirical analyses
were conducted to determine the statistical accuracy and consistency of the classifications. Following is a
brief explanation of the methodologies used to assess the reliability of classification decisions, after which

results are presented.

10.3.1  Accuracy, Consistency, and Kappa

Accuracy refers to the extent to which decisions based on test scores match decisions that would have
been made if the scores did not contain any measurement error. Accuracy must be estimated because errorless
test scores do not exist.

Consistency measures the extent to which classification decisions based on test scores match the decisions
based on scores from a second, parallel form of the same test. Consistency can be evaluated directly from
actual responses to test items if two complete, parallel forms of the test are given to the same group of
students. This is usually impractical, especially on lengthy tests. To overcome this issue, techniques have
been developed to estimate both accuracy and consistency of classification decisions based on a single

administration of a test. The technique developed by Livingston and Lewis (1995) was used for the CRT-
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Alternate because it is a flexible approach that is appropriate for tests that are composed entirely of
polytomous items.

All the accuracy and consistency estimation techniques described here make use of the concept of “true
scores” in the sense of classical test theory. A true score is the score that would be obtained on a test that had
no measurement error. It is a theoretical concept that cannot be observed, although it can be estimated. In the
Livingston and Lewis method, the estimated true score distribution is used to estimate the proportion of
students in each “true” performance level. After various technical adjustments (described in Livingston and
Lewis, 1995), a 4 x 4 contingency table was created for each content area and grade level. The [i,j] entry of an
accuracy table represents the estimated proportion of students whose true scores fell into performance level i
and whose observed scores fell into performance level j on the CRT-Alternate. Overall accuracy, which is the
proportion of students whose true and observed performance levels match one another, is the sum of the
numbers on the diagonal of the accuracy table.

To estimate consistency, the true scores are used to estimate the joint distribution of classifications on two
independent, parallel test forms. After statistical adjustments (see Livingston and Lewis, 1995), a new 4 x 4
contingency table was created for each content area and grade level that shows the proportion of students who
would be classified into each performance level by the two (hypothetical) parallel test forms. That is, the [i,j]
entry of a consistency table represents the estimated proportion of students whose observed score on the first
form would fall into performance level i and whose observed score on the second form would fall into
performance level j. Overall consistency, which is the proportion of students classified into exactly the same
performance level by the two forms of the test, is the sum of the numbers on the diagonal of this new
contingency table.

Another way to measure consistency is to use Cohen’s (1960) coefficient x (kappa), which assesses the
proportion of consistent classifications after removing the proportion of consistent classifications that would
be expected by chance. Cohen’s K can be used to evaluate the classification consistency of a test from two
parallel forms of the test. The two forms in this case were the hypothetical parallel forms used by the
Livingston and Lewis method. Because « is corrected for chance, the values of k are lower than other

consistency estimates.

10.3.2  Results of Accuracy, Consistency, and Kappa Analyses

The accuracy and consistency analyses described above are tabulated in Appendix H. The first section of
each table shows the overall accuracy and consistency indices, as well as K. The overall index, as described
above, is the sum of the diagonal elements of the appropriate contingency table, and x, as described above, is
a version of the overall consistency value that has been corrected for chance. Note that, as expected, the

values of k are lower than the overall consistency estimates.
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The second section of each table shows accuracy and consistency values conditional upon performance
level. In each case, the denominator is the number of students who are associated with a given performance
level. For example, the conditional accuracy value is 0.745 for the Proficient level for grade 4 mathematics.
This figure indicates that among the students whose true scores placed them in the Proficient level, 74.5% of
them would be expected to be placed in Proficient if they were categorized according to their observed scores.
The corresponding consistency value of 0.676 indicates that 67.6% of students with observed scores in the
Proficient performance level would be expected to score in Proficient again if a second, parallel test form
were used.

For certain tests, concern may be greatest regarding decisions made about a particular threshold. For
example, for purposes of accountability, there is generally greatest interest in distinguishing between students
who are Proficient or Advanced and those who have not yet reached the Proficient threshold. The third
section of the summary tables shows information at each of the cutpoints. These values indicate the accuracy
and consistency of the dichotomous decisions, either above or below the associated cutpoint. In addition, the
false-positive and false-negative accuracy rates are also provided. These values are estimates of the proportion
of students who were categorized above the cut when their true scores would place them below the cut (false
positive), and vice versa.

Table 10-2 summarizes most of the results of accuracy and consistency at a glance. As with other types of
reliability, it is inappropriate when analyzing the decision accuracy and consistency of a given test to compare

results between grades and content areas.
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Table 10-2. 2008—09 Montana CRT-ALT: Summary of Decision Accuracy (and Consistency) Results
Conditional on Level At Cutpoint

N NP P A N:NP NP:P P:A

3 Mathematics 0.80 (0.75) 0.90 (0.87) 0.66 (0.56) 0.66 (0.59) 0.93(0.84) | 0.96 (0.94) 0.94 (0.92) 0.91 (0.88)
4 Mathematics 0.84 (0.78) 0.89 (0.85) 0.76 (0.68) 0.74 (0.68) 0.94(0.88) | 0.97 (0.95) 0.95 (0.92) 0.93 (0.91)
5 Mathematics 0.86 (0.82) 0.94 (0.93) 0.54 (0.42) 0.77 (0.73) 0.94(0.87) | 0.97 (0.95) 0.96 (0.95) 0.93 (0.91)
6 Mathematics 0.84 (0.80) 0.90 (0.87) 0.83 (0.78) 0.65(0.58) 0.94(0.88) | 0.98 (0.97) 0.95 (0.93) 0.91 (0.89)
7
8

Grade Content Area Overall

Mathematics 0.86 (0.80) 0.86 (0.81) 0.81 (0.74) 0.83(0.81) 0.93(0.84) | 0.98(0.97) 0.95 (0.93) 0.93 (0.90)
Mathematics 0.83 (0.76) 0.84 (0.78) 0.73 (0.64) 0.78 (0.73) 0.93(0.86) | 0.97 (0.95) 0.94 (0.92) 0.92 (0.89)
10 Mathematics 0.86 (0.82) 0.87 (0.83) 0.80 (0.74) 0.67(0.59) 0.96(0.92) | 0.98(0.97) 0.95 (0.94) 0.93 (0.91)

3 Reading 0.84 (0.79) 0.84 (0.76) 0.82 (0.77) 0.78 (0.74) 0.93(0.86) | 0.98 (0.97) 0.95 (0.93) 0.91 (0.89)
4 Reading 0.86 (0.82) 0.87 (0.81) 0.81 (0.75) 0.79(0.74) 0.95(0.89) | 0.98 (0.97) 0.96 (0.94) 0.93 (0.90)
5 Reading 0.87 (0.82) 0.90 (0.87) 0.80 (0.73) 0.69 (0.59) 0.96(0.92) | 0.97 (0.96) 0.95 (0.94) 0.94 (0.92)
6 Reading 0.89 (0.84) 0.85 (0.79) 0.79 (0.72) 0.82(0.78) 0.95(0.91) | 0.99 (0.98) 0.97 (0.95) 0.93 (0.91)
7 Reading 0.90 (0.86) 0.83 (0.74) 0.81 (0.75) 0.83(0.79) 0.96 (0.92) | 0.99 (0.99) 0.97 (0.96) 0.94 (0.91)
8 Reading 0.86 (0.81) 0.81 (0.73) 0.73 (0.64) 0.75(0.67) 0.95(0.91) | 0.98(0.97) 0.96 (0.94) 0.93 (0.90)
10 Reading 0.88 (0.84) 0.90 (0.87) 0.69 (0.59) 0.80 (0.74) 0.96(0.93) | 0.98(0.97) 0.97 (0.95) 0.94 (0.92)
4 Science 0.89 (0.85) 0.90 (0.87) 0.73 (0.63) 0.76 (0.69) 0.97 (0.93) | 0.98(0.97) 0.97 (0.95) 0.94 (0.92)
8 Science 0.86 (0.81) 0.83 (0.76) 0.80 (0.73) 0.80(0.76) 0.94 (0.89) | 0.99 (0.98) 0.96 (0.94) 0.92 (0.89)
10 Science 0.87 (0.83) 0.90 (0.88) 0.69 (0.59) 0.71 (0.65) 0.96 (0.92) | 0.98 (0.97) 0.96 (0.95) 0.93 (0.91)

N = novice; NP = nearing proficiency; P = proficient; A = advanced
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Chapter 11. REPORTING

The CRT-Alternate assessment was designed to measure student performance against Montana’s Content
Standards and Expanded Benchmarks. Consistent with this purpose, results from the CRT-Alternate were
reported in terms of performance levels that describe student performance in relation to the established state
standards. There are four performance levels: Advanced, Proficient, Nearing Proficiency, and Novice. (CRT-
Alternate performance level descriptors and the performance level cuts on both the raw and scaled-score
scales are presented in Appendix B.) Students receive a separate performance-level classification in each
content area.

School- and system-level results are reported as the number and percentage of students attaining each
performance level at each grade level tested. Disaggregations by student subgroups are also reported at the

school and system levels. The CRT-Alternate reports are:

» Student Reports;

»  Class Roster & Item-Level Reports;
»  School Summary Reports; and

=  System Summary Reports.

To establish protocols for handling data discrepancies and data clean-up processes, OPI and Measured
Progress collaborated to formulate decision rules in late spring 2009. A copy of these decision rules is
included as Appendix I.

State summary results were provided to OPI via a secure Web site. The report formats are included in
Appendix J. All reports were made available to system and school administrators via Montana’s online
reporting system, Montana Analysis and Reporting System (MARS). Student reports were shipped to system
test coordinators in September 2009 for distribution to schools within their respective systems/districts.
System test coordinators and teachers were also provided with copies of the Guide to Interpreting the 2009
Criterion-Referenced Test and CRT-Alternate Assessment Reports to assist them in understanding the
connection between the assessment and the classroom. The guide provides information about the assessment

and the use of assessment results.
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Chapter 12.  VALIDITY SUMMARY

The purpose of this report is to describe several technical aspects of the CRT-Alternate in an effort to
contribute to the accumulation of validity evidence to support CRT-Alternate score interpretations. Because it
a combination of a test and its scores that are evaluated for validity, not just the test itself, this report presents
documentation to substantiate intended interpretations (AERA, 1999). Each of the chapters in this report
contributes important information to the validity argument by addressing one or more of the following aspects
of the CRT-Alternate: test development, test alignment, test administration, scoring, item analyses, reliability,
scaling, performance levels, and reporting.

The CRT-Alternate assessments are based on, and aligned to, Montana’s Content Standards and
Expanded Benchmarks in reading, mathematics and science. The CRT-Alternate results are intended to
provide inferences about student achievement on Montana’s reading, mathematics and science Content
Standards and Expanded Benchmarks, and these achievement inferences are meant to be useful for program
and instructional improvement and as a component of school accountability.

The Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (1999) provides a framework for describing
sources of evidence that should be considered when constructing a validity argument. These sources include
evidence based on the following five general areas: test content, response processes, internal structure,
relationship to other variables, and consequences of testing. Although each of these sources may speak to a
different aspect of validity, they are not distinct types of validity. Instead, each contributes to a body of
evidence about the comprehensive validity of score interpretations.

A measure of test content validity is to determine how well the assessment tasks represent the curriculum
and standards for each content area and grade level. This is informed by the item development process,
including how the test blueprints and test items align to the curriculum and standards. Viewed through this
lens provided by the content standards, evidence based on test content was extensively described in chapters 3
through 5. Item alignment with Montana content standards; item bias, sensitivity, and content appropriateness
review processes; adherence to the test blueprint; use of standardized administration procedures; and
appropriate test administration training are all components of validity evidence based on test content. As
discussed earlier, all CRT-Alternate test questions are aligned by Montana educators to specific Montana
content standards and undergo several rounds of review for content fidelity and appropriateness. Finally, tests
are administered according to state-mandated standardized procedures, and all test administrators are required
to review the training CD.

The scoring information in chapter 7 describes the steps taken to train the teachers administering the
assessment on scoring procedures, as well as quality control procedures related to scanning. In order to obtain
additional validity evidence, it would be helpful to conduct a study in which a percentage of teachers

administering the assessment would be videotaped to confirm validity of administration and scoring.
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Evidence based on internal structure is presented in the discussions of item analyses and reliability in
chapters 8 and 10. Technical characteristics of the internal structure of the assessments are presented in terms
of classical item statistics (item difficulty, item-test correlation) and reliability coefficients. In general, indices
were within the ranges expected.

To further support the validity argument, additional studies to provide evidence regarding the relationship
of CRT-Alternate results to other variables might include the extent to which scores from the CRT-Alternate
assessments converge with other measures of similar constructs, and the extent to which they diverge from
measures of different constructs. Relationships among measures of the same or similar constructs can sharpen
the meaning of scores and appropriate interpretations by refining the definition of the construct.

The evidence presented in this report supports inferences of student achievement on the content
represented in the Montana content standards for reading, mathematics, and science for the purposes of

program and instructional improvement and as a component of school accountability.
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1. STANDARD-SETTING PROCESS

Standard-setting activities for the Montana Criterion-Referenced Test-Alternate Assessment
(CRT-Alternate) in reading and math occurred May 19™ and 20™, 2009. At the standard-setting
meeting, cut-points were recommended for the alternate assessment in grades four, eight, and ten
using the data from the spring 2009 administration. This report documents the procedures and results
of the standard-setting meeting.

Each panel consisted of six to seven participants. Each panel completed the standard-setting
process for one grade level, reading on the first day and math on the second day. The Modified Body
of Work standard-setting method was implemented across al grades and contents. To help ensure
consistency of procedures between panels, all participants attended a large-group training session at
the beginning of the meeting. In addition, each panel was led through the standard-setting process
by atrained facilitator from Measured Progress.

Thisreport is organized into three major sections, describing tasks completed prior to,
during, and following the standard-setting meeting.
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2. TASKS COMPLETED PRIOR TO THE STANDARD-SETTING MEETING

2.1 Creation of Performance Level Descriptors (PLDs)

The PLDs presented to panelists provided the official description of the set of knowledge,
skills, and abilities that students are expected to display in order to be classified into each
performance level. These descriptors were created prior to the standard-setting meeting by staff of
the Office of Public Instruction (OPI). The descriptors are provided in Appendix A of this report.

2.2 Preparation of Materials for Panelists

The following materials were assembled for presentation to the panelists at the standard-

setting meeting:

= Meeting Agenda

* PLDs

» Ordered CRT-Alternate Test Booklet
»  Auxiliary Assessment materials

= Scoring Flowchart

= Administration Manual

* Visua Item Map

»  Student Profiles/Rating sheets

= Evauation forms

The meeting agenda, scoring flowchart, sample visual item map, sample student
profiles/rating sheet, and evaluation form are provided in Appendices B through F of this report,
respectively.

2.3 Preparation of Presentation Materials

The PowerPoint presentations used in the opening session were prepared prior to the
meeting. Two sets of PowerPoint slides are included as Appendix G of this document: the first set
provides an overview of the CRT-Alternate, the criteriafor participation in the assessment, and an
explanation of the administration and scoring procedures. The second provides an overview of the
issues of standard setting, specifics about the standard-setting process, and an overview of the

activities the panelists would be completing during the standard-setting meeting.
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2.4 Preparation of Instructions for Facilitators Documents

A document was created for the group facilitatorsto refer to while working through the
process. The document for both reading and math is provided in Appendix H.

2.5 Preparation of Systems and Materials for Analysis During the
Meeting
The computational programming to carry out all analyses during the standard-setting meeting
was completed and thoroughly tested prior to the standard-setting meeting. The program designed to
calculate cuts and impact data was written using SAS statistical software.

2.6 Selection of Panelists

Panelists were recruited and selected to reflect as diverse of a population as possible.
Measured Progress and Montana’' s OPI staff worked together to recruit panelists, with OPI’ s final
approval over participant selection.

The goal of the panelist recruitment was to assemble panels of approximately 10 participants.
Ideally, each panel was to include a minimum of three special education teachers experienced in
working with students with significant disabilities, three subject area content teachers, and two
school administrators, higher education personnel, and/or stakeholders from interest groups related
to significant disabilities. An additional goal was for the panelsto reflect a balance of gender,
race/ethnicity, and geographic location. Finally, panelists were selected who were familiar either
with the grade level subject matter or the special education population for which they would be
setting standards. The numbers of panelists who participated in the standard setting was six or seven
per group, as shown in Table 1 below. A list of the panelists' affiliations and their roles can be found

in Appendix I.
Table 2-1. Numbers of Participants by Group
Panel Number of Panelists
Reading and Math - Grade 4 7
Reading and Math - Grade 8 6
Reading and Math - Grade 10 7
Total 20
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3. TASKS COMPLETED DURING THE STANDARD-SETTING MEETING

3.1 Orientation

The standard-setting meeting began with a general orientation session that was attended by
all panelists. The purpose of the orientation was to ensure that all panelists heard the same message
about the need for and goals of standard setting and about their part in the process. The orientation
consisted of three parts. First, OPI welcomed the panelists and thanked them for participating,
provided some context about the CRT-Alternate, the need for setting standards, and some general
information about their role in the process. Next, a Measured Progress Special Education Program
Manager provided an overview of the CRT-Alternate, including its participation criteria, and
administration and scoring procedures. Finally, a Measured Progress psychometrician gave an
overview of standard setting, an introduction to the standard-setting method that was being used in
Montana, and provided an overview of the activities that the standard-setting panelists would be
completing.

Once the general orientation was complete, each panel reconvened into breakout rooms,

where the panelists received more detailed training and completed the standard-setting activities.

3.2 Standard-Setting Process

For grades 4 and 8, the standard-setting process followed a standards validation model which
included two rounds of individual recommendations following extensive group discussion. The
starting cut points were calculated for each cut score by extrapolating (within a content area) from

the grade 3, 5, 6, and 7 cut scores using the following five step process:

1. Find the percentage of students who fell below each raw score cut for grades 3, 5,
6, and 7,

2. Standardize the percent-below values using the z-transformation,

3. Caculate aline of best fit across grades,

4. Usethereverse-z-transformation to trangate the Z s back into percent-below
metric and,

5. Find the raw score cut for grades 4 and 8 associated with the observed percent-
below value closest to, but not lower than, the smoothed value.

Although starting cuts were initially calculated for grade 10, estimation required that the
grade 7 cut points be extrapolated to grade 10. The proximity of available data coupled with the
small numbers of studentsin each grade, very few of whom were located in the lowest two
performance categories, resulted in a negative regression line that placed none of the grade 10

studentsin level 2 for reading. Consequently, starting cut points were not used in grade 10. Instead,
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the grade 10 standard-setting process followed that of afull standard setting which included three
rounds; in the first round, panelists recommended cut-points individually without discussion. Then,
in Rounds 2 and 3, they recommended cut-points individually following extensive group discussion.

For purposes of simplicity, and due to the similarity between the Round 1 validation
procedures and the Round 2 standard setting procedures, the Round 1 results from grades 4 and 8
will be presented alongside the Round 2 results from grade 10. Round 1 for the grades 4 and 8

validation will be considered theinitial, individual ratings, which were not entered for analyses.

3.2.1 Discuss Performance Level Descriptors

The first step in the process, once the panelists convened into their grade groups, was to
discuss the Performance Level Descriptors (PLDs). Thisimportant step of the process was designed
to ensure that panelists thoroughly understood the needed knowledge, skills, and abilities for profiles
to be classified as Novice, Nearing Proficiency, Proficient, and Advanced. Panelists began by
reviewing the descriptorsindividually and then discussed them as a group, clarifying each level and
coming to consensus as to the definitions of each. Bulleted lists of characteristics for each level were
generated based on the group discussion and posted in the room for paneliststo refer to during all of
the small group activities.

3.2.2 Practice Round

Next, the panelists completed a practice round of ratings. The purpose of the practice round
was to familiarize the panelists with all of the materials they would be using as part of the standard-
setting process and to walk them through the process of rating student profiles. In addition to the
PLDs, panelists were given the following materials:

= Ordered CRT-Alternate Test Booklet — a copy of the CRT-Alternate items, presented in order
from the easiest to the hardest, based on each item’ s p-value.

= Auxiliary Assessment materials: response cards, manipulatives, storybook format reading
passage, etc.

= Scoring Flowchart

= Administration Manual

»  Practice student profiles/rating form — the student profiles/rating sheets show typical patterns of
item scores for students scoring at particular total scores; for the practice round, three profiles
were included on the form. The profiles consist of a column for each item, again presented in
order of difficulty; each row of the profile represents atypical student at a given total score The
profiles for each grade were created based on data from the 2009 operational administration by
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selecting all students at a particular total score, finding the average score for that subgroup for
each item, then selecting a profile with a pattern of item scores that resembled the item averages
as closely as possible. The student profiles also included two blank columns where panelists
entered their rating for each profile. The profiles used in grades 4 and 8 had an additional column
which reflected the initial categorization of the profiles based on the starting cut points. A copy of

the practice rating form can be found in Appendix E.

Thefacilitator reviewed all of the materials and how panelists would use them in making
their ratings. Then the facilitator reviewed the first profile with the panelists, pointing out the score
on each item, then drawing the panelists’ attention to the items in the Ordered Test Booklet as well
as to the Scoring Flowchart. The facilitator reviewed the relationship between the particular skills
required to successfully complete that item, and how the item performance corresponded to the
definitions of the performance levels. The second and third profiles were reviewed with panelistsin
the same manner. Panelists were asked to rate each profile and then the facilitator led a discussion
with the panelists to understand how they had rated each profile, and asked them to share their
reasoning and justification with the group.

3.2.3 Training Evaluation

At the end of the practice round, panelists completed the training evaluation form. This
section was designed as a check for understanding, to see how confident the panelists felt in their
ability to complete the rating process. A copy of the evaluation isincluded in Appendix F; and

results are summarized in Appendix K.

3.24 Round 1/Intial Judgments

In the first round, panelists worked individually with the PLDs, the Round 1 Profiles/Rating
sheet, the Ordered Test Booklet, Scoring Flowchart, Administration Manual, and Visual Item Map.
The profile sheet consisted of approximately 40 profiles, with scores ranging from the minimum
observed score to the maximum possible score (i.e., approximately every second score point). Asin
the practice round, the profiles consist of a column for each item, presented in order of difficulty;
each row of the profile represents atypical student at a given total score. The profiles for each grade
were created based on data from the 2009 operational administration by selecting al students at a
particular total score, finding the average score for that subgroup for each item, then selecting a
profile with a pattern of item scores that resembled the item averages as closely as possible. The

student profiles also included three blank columns where panelists entered their rating for each
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profile during each round. In addition, the profiles used in grades 4 and 8 had an additional column
which reflected the initial categorization of the profiles based on the starting cut points. A copy of a
sample rating form can be found in Appendix E.

For each profile, the panelists considered the skills and abilities demonstrated by a student
who had that particular pattern of scores, and decided which performance level was the best match
for each profile. The panelists worked their way through the profiles, making arating for each one,
and recorded their ratings. While the profiles were presented in order of total score, panelists were
not required to rate them in strictly increasing order. Instead, panelists were encouraged to take a
holistic look at the pattern of scores, and the items the scores were associated with, rather than
making a judgment based primarily on the total raw score.

3.25 Tabulation of Round 1 Results for Grade 10

In grade 10, after all panelists had completed their individual ratings, Measured Progress
staff calculated the average cut-points for the group based on the Round 1 ratings. Cuts were
calculated using SAS statistical software by first determining each panelist’sindividual cuts using
logistic regression, then averaging across panelists to get the overall cuts. A psychometrician shared
the location of the overall cuts with the group to assist them in their group discussion and Round 2
ratings. The Round 1 results are outlined in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1. Round One Results

Average Standard Raw Score Percent of

Content Grade Performance Level Cut Error Min Max Students
Novice NA NA 0 52 8.5
. Nearing Proficiency 52.4 22 53 71 12.4
Reading 10 proficient 71.9 1.6 72 94 43.4
Advanced 94.7 3.6 95 100 35.7
Novice NA NA 0 48 8.7
. Nearing Proficiency 48.1 2.7 49 74 9.4
Mathematics 10 5 ficient 74.4 1.4 75 90 25.2
Advanced 90.9 1.2 91 100 56.7

3.2.6 Round 2 Judgments

Prior to beginning the group discussion, and using a show of hands, the facilitator recorded
how many panelists placed each profile into each performance level on chart paper. Starting with
the first profile for which there was disagreement as to how it should be categorized, or in grades 4
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and 8 disagreements with the classifications based on the starting cut points, the panelists began
discussing the categorization of the profiles according to their initial ratings. Panelists were
encouraged both to share their own point of view as well asto listen to the thoughts of their
colleagues. Facilitators made sure the panelists knew that the purpose of the discussion was not to
come to consensus. at every point throughout the standard-setting process, panelists were asked to
provide their own individual best judgment. Once the discussions were compl ete, the panelists filled
in their profiles/rating sheet.

3.2.7 Tabulation of Round 2 Results

After al panelists had completed their individual ratings, Measured Progress staff cal culated
the average cut-points for the group based on their most recent ratings. Cuts were calculated using
SAS dtatistical software by first determining each panelist’sindividual cuts using logistic regression,
then averaging across panelists to get the overall cuts. In addition, impact data were calculated,
consisting of the percentage of students who would fall into each performance level based on the
group average ratings. A psychometrician shared this information with the group to assist themin

their group discussion and subsequent ratings. The results are outlined in Table 3-2.
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Table 3-2. Round Two Results

Content Grade Performance Level Avgr&ge Stgrr]r%a:rd Mir?aw Scor'aax PSeth deenr:tgf
Novice NA NA 0 49 8.6
4 Nearing Proficiency 49.7 1.1 50 76 15.2
Proficient 76.3 0.9 77 94 43.8
Advanced 94.5 04 95 100 324
Novice NA NA 0 46 8.0
: Nearing Proficiency 47.0 0.0 47 61 5.0
Reading 8 Pproficient 615 05 62 82 25.0
Advanced 82.8 0.3 83 100 62.0
Novice NA NA 0 52 8.5
10 Nearing Proficiency 52.1 20 53 71 12.4
Proficient 71.3 1.2 72 91 271
Advanced 91.3 0.9 92 100 51.9
Novice NA NA 0 57 15.2
4 Nearing Proficiency 57.7 1.9 58 76 13.3
Proficient 76.0 1.2 77 92 495
Advanced 92.6 0.7 93 100 21.9
Novice NA NA 0 50 12.0
. Nearing Proficiency 50.5 0.0 51 68 14.0
Mathematics 8 b ficient 68.5 0.0 69 87 37.0
Advanced 87.9 04 88 100 37.0
Novice NA NA 0 50 8.7
10 Nearing Proficiency 51.0 0.0 51 78 15.0
Proficient 78.4 04 79 92 23.6
Advanced 92.1 0.4 93 100 52.8

3.2.8 Final Judgments

Once the panelists completed their ratings, the facilitator once again asked for a show of
hands and tallied the number of panelists who categorized each profile into each performance level
on chart paper. Asin previous rounds, starting with the first profile for which there was
disagreement as to its categorization, the panelists discussed their rationale for how they rated each
profile. Again, the purpose of the discussion was for the panelists to benefit from the points of view
of their colleagues, not to come to consensus about the ratings.

Panelists were also asked to include the impact data as part of their discussion. In presenting
the impact data, the psychometrician explained to the panelists that its purpose was to provide a
“reasonableness check,” and that they should resist letting it influence their decisions in isolation.
Instead, if any of the percentages seemed too high or too low, they were told to return to the

assessment and to the Performance Level Descriptors, and consider whether they needed to make
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adjustmentsto their last round of ratings.

Once the discussions had been completed, the panelists recorded their ratings sheet and the
rating sheets were submitted for data analysis. The results of the panelists' final round of ratings are
outlined in Table 3-3.

Table 3-3. Final Results

Content Grade Performance Level Avgige Stgrr]r%a:rd Miiaw Scoz\jax PSE;LC deenr:tgf
Novice NA NA 0 49 8.6
4 Nearing Proficiency 49.7 1.1 50 76 15.2
Proficient 76.6 0.8 77 94 43.8
Advanced 94.5 0.2 95 100 32.4
Novice NA NA 0 46 8.0
: Nearing Proficiency 47.0 0.0 47 65 7.0
Reading 8 Proficient 65.5 0.0 66 83 26.0
Advanced 84.0 0.7 85 100 59.0
Novice NA NA 0 54 8.5
10 Nearing Proficiency 54.9 1.2 55 70 11.6
Proficient 70.5 0.0 71 9 27.9
Advanced 91.7 0.7 92 100 51.9
Novice NA NA 0 57 15.2
4 Nearing Proficiency 571 1.9 58 77 14.3
Proficient 771 0.9 78 92 48.6
Advanced 92.6 0.7 93 100 21.9
Novice NA NA 0 50 12.0
. Nearing Proficiency 50.5 0.0 51 68 14.0
Mathematics 8 = b/ oficient 68.5 0.0 69 88 38.0
Advanced 88.3 0.2 89 100 36.0
Novice NA NA 0 50 8.7
10 Nearing Proficiency 51.0 0.0 51 79 16.5
Proficient 79.4 0.3 80 92 22.0
Advanced 921 0.3 93 100 52.8
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A graphical display of the percent of studentsin each performance level for reading and math
across grades is also provided in Figures 3-1 and 3-2, respectively.
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Figure 3-1. The percent of students falling at each performance level in reading
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Figure 3-2. The percent of students falling at each performance level in math

Appendix A—Standard Setting Report 14 2008-09 Montana ALT Technical Report



3.2.9 Recommendations for Modifications to PLDs

After completing the final round of ratings, the panelists were given an opportunity to
provide feedback on the Performance Level Descriptors. Panelists were asked to focus on providing
language that is clearer and more teacher- and parent-friendly. Panelists were informed that the
suggestions they made were just recommendations and that they may or may not be implemented by
OPI. The descriptor recommendations provided by the panelists are included in Appendix J.

3.2.10 Complete the Evaluation

Asthe last step in the standard-setting process, panelistsin all three groups anonymously
completed an evaluation form. A copy of the evaluation is presented as Appendix F, and the results

of the evaluations are presented as Appendix K.
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4. TASKS COMPLETED AFTER THE STANDARD-SETTING MEETING

Upon conclusion of the standard-setting meeting, several important tasks were completed.
These tasks centered on reviewing the results of the standard-setting meeting and addressing
anomalies that may have occurred in the process or in the results, presenting the results to the
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), and making any final revisions or adjustments.

During the standard setting meeting, it was discovered that for the first two rounds of ratings
in grade 10 reading, a panelist had been using the math rating sheet, instead of the reading rating
sheet. The panelist was given the correct rating sheet for the third round and the results for each
round were examined with and without this panelist’ s ratings. Although, the panelist’s ratings
impacted the Round 1 and 2 results, they did not impact the final results. Consequently, the panelist
was removed from the Round 1 and 2 results, but included in the final results. The results reported in

Tables 3-1 through 3-4 correspond to thisfinal decision.

4.1 Analysis and Review of Panelists’ Feedback

Upon completion of the evaluation forms, panelists’ responses were reviewed. Thisreview
did not reveal any anomalies in the standard-setting process or indicate any reason that a particular
panelist’ s data should not be included when the final cut-points were calculated. It appeared that all
panelists understood the rating task and attended to it appropriately.

4.2 Preparation of Recommended Cut Scores

The results of the standard setting were presented to the Montana TAC on May 27" The
TAC recommended that the results from the final round of ratings be used as the official cut points
for al three grades.

4.3 Preparation of Standard-Setting Report

Following final compilation of standard-setting results, Measured Progress prepared this
report, which documents the procedures and results of the May 2009 standard-setting meeting in
order to establish performance standards for the CRT-Alternate Assessment in reading and math,
grades 4, 8 and 10.
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Appendix A—PERFORMANCE LEVEL
DESCRIPTORS
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Alternate Performance Level Descriptors for Grade 4 Reading

Advanced

The student at the Advanced level accurately and independently demonstrates
the ability to carry out comprehensive content-specific performance indicators.

consistently and independently arrives at correct answer
follows 3-step or more directions

communicates knowledge using expanded vocabulary
communicates a complete thought related to topic or concept
correctly answers who, what, and where questions

is able to generalize information from one setting to another
recognizes and articulates the main idea

relates and uses relevant knowledge to make connections

Proficient

The student at the Proficient level, given limited prompting, demonstrates the
ability to respond accurately in performing a wide variety of content specific
performance indicators.

arrives at correct answer with limited prompting

follows two-step directions

communicates knowledge of basic vocabulary and familiar words
demonstrates written words have meaning

explores pictures, symbols, and objects

answers yes and no questions

identifies beginning main idea

uses literacy materials appropriately

contributes/elaborates on responses

Nearing Proficiency

The student at the Nearing Proficiency level, given moderate prompting,
demonstrates the ability to respond accurately in performing a narrow set of
content-specific performance indicators.

arrives at correct answer with moderate prompting

follows one-step directions consistently

understands when response is needed

needs multiple re-direction to the test material to respond to a specific item
explores literary items (holds reading material in correct position, recognizes
pictures vs. print, uses left to right orientation)

begins to respond to literacy with varied prompts

e uses prior knowledge to demonstrate knowledge of basic vocabulary

e begins to communicate with a purpose

Novice

The student at the Novice level, given physical assistance and/or modeling, is
supported to participate in content specific performance indicators.

e requires high level of prompting/physical assistance to arrive at correct
answer

anticipates a reading activity

responds to own name

attempts to communicate

attends for short periods of time to the teacher, materials, and test items

attends to pictures, symbols, objects when presented

begins/attempts to participate with support
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Alternate Performance Level Descriptors for Grade 4 Mathematics

The student at the Advanced level accurately and independently demonstrates
the ability to carry out comprehensive content-specific performance indicators.

e consistently and independently arrives at correct answer
e creates and extends a repeating pattern using objects, shapes, designs, or
numbers

Advanced e uses methods and tools to solve a problem involving patterns, relations, or
functions
e carries out a strategy to solve problems involving patterns, relations, or
functions
e determines which of two numbers is closer to the quantity in a given set
e understands and uses comparison words (more, less, some, none)
o explains reasoning about probability items
The student at the Proficient level, given limited prompting, demonstrates the
ability to respond accurately in performing a wide variety of content specific
performance indicators.
e arrives at correct answer with limited prompting
e understands the concept of 1 and 1:1 correspondence
Proficient e sorts objects into sets
[ ]
L]

understands comparison words (more, less, some, none)

extends or supplies a missing element in a repeating pattern by attribute or
number

e sets up a graph (i.e. labels axes)

e understand words that indicate operations in word problems

e demonstrates a basic understanding of math skills, concepts and vocabulary

Nearing Proficiency

The student at the Nearing Proficiency level, given moderate prompting,
demonstrates the ability to respond accurately in performing a narrow set of
content-specific performance indicators.

e arrives at correct answer with moderate prompting

o demonstrates an understanding that numbers, as opposed to letters, are
used to express quantity, order, or size/amount

counts with another person

recognizes quantities

identifies basic shapes (i.e. circles, squares, triangles, and rectangles)
matches two- dimensional physical shapes to pictures of the shapes in
different orientations

e communicates numbers correctly

Novice

The student at the Novice level, given physical assistance and/or modeling, is
supported to participate in content specific performance indicators.

e requires high level of prompting/physical assistance to arrive at correct
answer

e anticipates a math activity

e attends to materials being displayed

e attends to another person making patterns and to a person describing
patterns

e attends to a person demonstrating with concrete materials

e attends to objects or pictures of two- and three- dimensional geometric
shapes and the relationships among them

e attends to another person estimating an amount of a given set
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Alternate Performance Level Descriptors for Grade 8 Reading

The student at the Advanced level accurately and independently demonstrates
the ability to carry out comprehensive content-specific performance indicators.

consistently and independently arrives at correct answer

connects prior knowledge to make meaning of text

identifies main idea and various supporting details

understands story lessons/author’s purpose

locates title and other information from a variety of documents/sources
recognizes vowel letter-sound

uses reading strategies to gain information (i.e. rereading, use of key words,
use of features of text)

e reads and comprehends a paragraph

Advanced

The student at the Proficient level, given limited prompting, demonstrates the
ability to respond accurately in performing a wide variety of content specific
performance indicators.

arrives at correct answer with limited prompting

has basic word recognition

tracks while reading

identifies words from sentences

identifies a word/picture/symbol for content communication
identifies title and basic parts of a reading selection

identifies main idea of a story and some supporting facts/details
identifies purposes of various texts (i.e. dictionary, map)

has a firm grasp of sound/symbol association

Proficient

The student at the Nearing Proficiency level, given moderate prompting,
demonstrates the ability to respond accurately in performing a narrow set of
content-specific performance indicators.

arrives at correct answer with moderate prompting

recognizes that letters have names and is aware of letter sounds
recognizes difference between letters and other symbols (i.e. numerals)
identifies letters by name/sign

explores literary items (holds reading material in correct position, recognizes
pictures vs. print, uses left to right orientation)

identifies a word/picture/object of familiar places and people

responds mostly through basic yes/no questions

understands story beginning and end

understands basic main idea (answer with one picture/short response)

Nearing Proficiency

The student at the Novice level, given physical assistance and/or modeling, is
supported to participate in content specific performance indicators.

e requires high level of prompting/physical assistance to arrive at correct
answer

e anticipates a reading activity

o attends to materials being displayed

o demonstrates readiness by following one-step directions or with teacher
modeling/prompting

e responds to name, words, pictures and symbols

e directs attention and responds to external stimuli when requested (i.e. turns
head in direction, nods head, operates switch, points to, etc.)

e interacts with stimuli (i.e. teacher, words, pictures, and symbols)

Novice
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Alternate Performance Level Descriptors for Grade 8 Mathematics

The student at the Advanced level accurately and independently demonstrates
the ability to carry out comprehensive content-specific performance indicators.

consistently and independently arrives at correct answer

measures to the inch

compares and calculates measurements, time, and monetary amounts
understands concept of fractions

understands Algebra concepts

labels sets of data and components of a graph (i.e. label axis)

creates graph and explains conclusions drawn from graph

applies beginning connections between concrete and symbolic
representations, operations, measurement, graphing and problem solving
strategies

The student at the Proficient level, given limited prompting, demonstrates the
ability to respond accurately in performing a wide variety of content specific
performance indicators.

Advanced

arrives at correct answer with limited prompting

reads/makes simple measurements

uses comparison words (more, less, some, none) correctly
understands numbers can represent monetary amounts, measurement,
and time

demonstrates basic problem solving skills

fills in data on a graph

identifies basic information from a graph

makes a statement about data

demonstrates beginning connections between concrete and symbolic
representations, operation (+/-), measurement and graphing

Proficient

The student at the Nearing Proficiency level, given moderate prompting,
demonstrates the ability to respond accurately in performing a narrow set of
content-specific performance indicators.

arrives at correct answer with moderate prompting

identifies and/or recognizes a map and measuring tools

demonstrates solid number concept for 1:1

can count single digits

can add/subtract single digits

can distinguish between two different elements/variables

basic understanding of graphs and data

communicates understanding of beginning connections between concrete
and symbolic representations

Nearing Proficiency

The student at the Novice level, given physical assistance and/or modeling, is
supported to participate in content specific performance indicators.

e requires high level of prompting/physical assistance to arrive at correct
answer

anticipates a math activity

attends to materials being displayed

attends to another person reviewing a map with prompting

attends to another person reviewing a graph with prompting

engages with instructor with prompts

recognizes numbers (symbol or rote recitation)

Novice
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Alternate Performance Level Descriptors for Grade 10 Reading

The student at the Advanced level accurately and independently demonstrates
the ability to carry out comprehensive content-specific performance indicators.

consistently and independently arrives at correct answer

identifies main idea and supporting details from various reading selections

identifies appropriate resources for gaining specific information

draws conclusions from a variety of texts (i.e. poem, fiction)

communicates meaning of new and unfamiliar vocabulary

communicates a complete thought related to topic or concept

uses word-recognition skills, context clues, and prior knowledge to
understand text

e rereads to gain understanding

The student at the Proficient level, given limited prompting, demonstrates the

ability to respond accurately in performing a wide variety of content specific

performance indicators.

Advanced

arrives at correct answer with limited prompting

has basic reading and comprehension skills

understands difference between various literacy materials

uses prior knowledge to understand text

communicates an opinion

o identifies main ideas and some supporting details/facts

e is beginning to identify appropriate resources for gaining specific information
o identifies words/pictures/symbols and objects that are new and unfamiliar

Proficient

The student at the Nearing Proficiency level, given moderate prompting,
demonstrates the ability to respond accurately in performing a narrow set of
content-specific performance indicators.

e arrives at correct answer with moderate prompting

e begins to access to prior knowledge

e explores literary items (holds reading material in correct position, recognizes
pictures vs. print, uses left to right orientation)

able to match and identify familiar words/pictures/ symbols/objects
understands story beginning and end

understands basic main idea (answer with one picture/short response)
communicates an opinion

identifies resources

Nearing Proficiency

The student at the Novice level, given physical assistance and/or modeling, is
supported to participate in content specific performance indicators.

e requires high level of prompting/physical assistance to arrive at correct
answer

anticipates a reading activity

attends to materials being displayed

responds to name, words, pictures and symbols

demonstrates readiness by following one-step directions or with teacher

modeling/prompting

e directs attention and responds to external stimuli when requested (i.e. turns

head in direction, nods head, operates switch, points to, etc.)
e interacts with stimuli (i.e. teacher, words, pictures, and symbols)

Novice
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Alternate Performance Level Descriptors for Grade 10 Mathematics

The student at the Advanced level accurately and independently demonstrates
the ability to carry out comprehensive content-specific performance indicators.

o consistently and independently arrives at correct answer

e generalizes very basic information

e completes two to three-step processes of addition and subtraction
e completes basic division problem

applies beginning connections between concrete and symbolic
representations by using a chart/table to draw conclusions
creates graph/tables and explains conclusions drawn from graph
understands and communicates relationship between variables
solves problems using bills and their values

follows navigational directions and recalls shapes and locations

Advanced

The student at the Proficient level, given limited prompting, demonstrates the
ability to respond accurately in performing a wide variety of content specific
performance indicators.

e arrives at correct answer with limited prompting

o completes and/or extends basic patterns of data

e sorts items into sets by multiple defining characteristics
Proficient o demonstrates beginning connections between concrete and symbolic
representations

identifies basic information from a graph/chart

makes a statement about data

understands and matches bills and their values

recognizes and identifies two-dimensional shapes

chooses correct procedures to solve simple number problems

The student at the Nearing Proficiency level, given moderate prompting,
demonstrates the ability to respond accurately in performing a narrow set of
content-specific performance indicators.

arrives at correct answer with moderate prompting

recognizes properties of limited (square/circle) two-dimensional shapes
recognizes distinct categories

recognizes basic patterns of data

sorts items into sets by one defining characteristic

understands quantity

can count single digits

can add/subtract single digits

communicates understanding of beginning connections between concrete
and symbolic representations

Nearing Proficiency

The student at the Novice level, given physical assistance and/or modeling, is
supported to participate in content specific performance indicators.

e requires high level of prompting/physical assistance to arrive at correct
answer

anticipates a math activity

attends to materials being displayed

attends to another person reviewing a graph/chart

attends to another person reviewing signs and labels

shows limited understanding of quantity when given two choices

engages with instructor with prompts

recognizes numbers (symbol or rote recitation)

Novice
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Appendix B—MEETING AGENDA
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4.3.2

8:00-8:30 am
8:30—10:00 am
10:00—10:15am
10:15-12:00 pm
12:00 - 1:00 pm
1:00—-2:30 pm
2:30—-2:45 pm
2:45—-4:00 pm

4.00 pm

8:00-8:30 am
8:30 —10:00 am
10:00 - 10:15 am
10:15-12:00 pm
12:00—-1:00 pm
1:00-2:30 pm
2:30—-2:45 pm
2:45—-4:00 pm

4.00 pm
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TUESDAY, MAY 19

MAY 19 & 20, 2009

Registration & Continental Breakfast

CRT-ALTERNATE ASSESSMENT STANDARD SETTING AGENDA
THE BEST WESTERN HELENA GREAT NORTHERN HOTEL , HELENA, M T

Introduction and Overview of Standard Setting Process

Break

Groups go to Breakout Rooms*
Lunch

Continue in Breakout Rooms*
Break

Continue in Breakout Rooms*

Adjourn

WEDNESDAY, MAY 20

Continental Breakfast

Groups go to Breakout Rooms *
Break

Continue in Breakout Rooms*
Lunch

Continue in Breakout Rooms*
Break

Continue in Breakout Rooms*

Adjourn

*Breakout rooms will take additional breaks as needed
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Appendix C—SCORING FLOWCHART

Appendix A—Standard Setting Report 33 2008-09 Montana ALT Technical Report






Gain Students

Attention

SCORING FLOWCHART

Student
Responds
Correctly?,

Ask
Question

Implement
Level 3

[ Scaffolding

Procedures

Student
Responds

Implement
Level 2

[ Scaffolding

Procedures

YES

Score ltem "4"
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Appendix D—SAMPLE OF VISUAL ITEM MAP
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Appendix E—SAMPLE STUDENT
PROFILE/RATING SHEET
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Practice

Rater |.D.
Rating (1 = Novice ,2 = Nearing Proficiency,3 = Proficient, 4 = Advanced)
o
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Math Grade 8

Rater I.D.

Advanced)

9] 10| 11| 12| 13| 14| 15| 16| 17| 18| 19| 20| 21| 22| 23] 24| 25

8

Rating (1 = Novice ,2 = Nearing Proficiency,3 = Proficient, 4

Round 2

Round 1

Initial

Starting Cuts

—

2

Total Score

16
20
38
40

41

42

43

46

49

52

54
58
60
62

63
67

68
69

70
72
73
74
75
78
80
81

83
85
87

88
89
91

92
93
94

96
97

98
99

Profile No.

1

10
11

12
13
14
15
16
17

18
19
20
21

22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

32
33
34
35
36
37

38
39
40
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Appendix F—EVALUATION FORM
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Content Area:
Grade:

Standard Setting Training Evaluation

The purpose of this evaluation form isto obtain your feedback about the training you have received.

Please compl ete the information below. Do not put your name on the form. We want your feedback

to be anonymous.

Please mark the appropriate box for each statement.

>8 8 % >

e o D < O<
| understand the goals of the standard setting mesting. ] Ul Ul Ol ]
| understand the procedures we are using to set standards. ] L] L] Ll ]
| understand how to use the standard setting materials. ] L] L] Ll ]
| understand the differences between the performance levels. L] L] L] Ll [l
| understand how to make the cut score judgment. ] Cl d Ol [
| know what tasks to expect for the remainder of the meeting. ] Cl d Ol [
| am confident in my understanding of the standard setting task. ] Ul Ul Ol ]

Please indicate any areas in which you would like more information before you continue.

Please indicate any gquestions you may have about the remainder of the standard setting meeting.
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Standard Setting Final Evaluation

Please complete the information below. Y our feedback will provide a basis for evaluating the training,
methods, and materials. Do not put your name on the form. We want your feedback to be anonymous.

Gender: Male [ Female [

Race/ethnicity: White[d  Black [ Hispanic[l Asian [ Pacific Ilander [

American Indian ]
Years of experiencein education: 0-5 [1  5-10 ]
Areaof Expertise (Check al that apply):

Students with Limited English Proficiency
Economically Disadvantaged Students

10-15

O
Students with Disabilities

Gifted and Taented Students

General Education

Please mark the appropriate box for each statement.

| understood the goals of the standard setting meeting.
| understood the procedures we used to set standards.

The facilitator helped me understand the process.

The materials contained the information needed to set standards.

| understood how to use the materials provided.
The performance level descriptors were clear.

| understood how to make the cut score judgments.

| understood how to use the feedback provided after each round.

| understood how to use the impact data.
| understood how the cut scores were cal cul ated.

The facilitator was able to get answers to my questions.

Sufficient time was allotted for training on the standard setting tasks.
Sufficient time was allotted to compl ete the standard setting tasks.

The facilitator helped the standard setting process run smoothly.
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Content Area
Grade:
Please rate the usefulness of each of the following:

The opening session.

The small group activities.

Becoming familiar with the assessment.

Articulating the differences between the performance levels.
Discussions with other participants.

Providing additional details to the performance level descriptors.

Please rate the influence of the following when setting standards.

The performance level descriptors.
My expectations of students.

The difficulty of the test materials.
The student responses.

My experiencein the field.
Discussions with other participants.
Cut scores of other participants.

Impact data.
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Content Area:
Grade:

Do you believe the final recommended cut score for each of the performance levelsis too low, about

right, or too high?

Math

Advanced/Proficient
Proficient/Nearing Proficiency
Nearing Proficiency/Novice
Reading

Advanced/Proficient
Proficient/Nearing Proficiency

Nearing Proficiency/Novice

§ +
:4—’
3 835
(o << X
O O
O O
O O
O O
O O
O O

Too High

O

O

Please provide any additional comments about the standard setting process or suggestions as to how the

training and process could be improved.
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Appendix G—OPENING SESSION
POWERPOINT PRESENTATIONS
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Participation Guidelines

1. Does the student have an active |EP and receive services under
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA)?

2. Do the student’s demonstrated cognitive abilities and adaptive

MontCAS CRT-Alternate behavior require substantial adjustments to the general

Assessment curriculum?
Orientation to Standard Setting 3. Do the student’s learning objectives and expected outcomes
May 19, 2009 focus on functional application of skills, asillustrated in the

student’s IEP’s annual goals and short-term objectives?

4. Does the student require direct and extensive instruction to
acquire, maintain, generalize and transfer new skills?

May 2009

May 2009

What is the CRT-Alternate
Assessment?

¢ The CRT-Alternate is a performance-based test that is aligned .
with Montana s Content Standards and Expanded Benchmarks
and measures student performance based on alternate
achievement standards

Expanded Benchmarks

Expanded from end of grades 4, 8, and 12 to foundational skills

« Arenot grade level specific, due to the wide diversity of
students in this population

¢ Used to develop the assessment performance indicators

¢ The CRT-Alternate Assessment was designed for students who
are unable to participate in the regular CRT, even with
accommodations. Only IDEA-€ligible students with significant
cognitive disabilities are eligible to participate in the CRT-
Alternate

May 2009 May 2009

Decisions about Participation
The Framework

*  CRT-Alternate isintended for students with significant «  Startswith content area, then works down to the standard, which

cognitive disabilities
Participation decisions made and documented by student |EP
teams

Guidance document provides questions to assist determining
which test is appropriate for a student.

A full range of accommodations were possible with the CRT

May 2009
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indicates what all students should know, understand, and be able
to do, then funnels down to performance indicator

Performance indicators serve a